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WE ARE VERY pleased to find that Mr. G. M. Giffard, 
Q.C., whose fitness to succeed Sir W. P. Wood as Vice- 
Chancellor we lately placed before the public, has been 
selected for this office. Vice-Chancellor Giffard takes his 
seat to-day, and we may venture to say that this ap- 
pointment, like the appointment of Mr. Hannen to a 
Common Law Judgeship, and of Sir W. P. Wood to a 
Tord Justiceship of Appeal, will give unqualified satis- 
faction both to the publicand the profession. Sir W. P. 
Wood having been withdrawn, it was of paramount im- 
portance that his successor should be a man of sound 
‘earning and great experience in matters of commercial 
‘law, and these desiderata have certainly been secured in 
the person of Mr. Giffard. Of Lord Cairns, the new 
Lord Chancellor, it is unnecessary for us to speak, so 
pre-eminently is he qualified for the position which he 
now occupies. As the Lord Chancellor sits to hear 
Chancery appeals, it is of course an advantage to have 
the Great Seal held by a Chancery lawyer. In this re- 
spect Lord Cairns has the advantage of his predecessor. 
Lord Chelmsford, however, discharged the duties of his 
office with much laboriousness and assiduity, and carries 
with him the good wishes of the profession. We 
«annot, perhaps, acquiesce in the soundness of all 
the decisions which he has pronounced during his late 
tenure of office; in one or two instances indeed the 
ruling of the late Lord Chancellor occasioned some sur- 
prise to the profession ; we allude to the cases of Seagram 
v. Knight, 15 W. R 1152 (upon suspension of the opera- 
tion of the Statute of Limitations), Hensman v. Fryer, 
16 W. R. 162 (upon the effect of the Wills Act as to 
residuary devises of realty), to which we may perhaps 
add the case of The Cardiff Preserved Coal and Coke 
Company v. Norton, 15 W. R. 562 (on the appropriation 
of the assets of limited companies by their shareholders). 
But, assuming these decisions to be unsound, which has 
yet to be demonstrated, Aumanum est errare, and Lord 
Chelmsford has delivered a very great number of judg- 
ments of unmistakeable value. To students his judg- 
ments are particularly instructive on account of the 
elaborateness with which he investigates the previous 
authorities ; and as instances of judgments which will 
well repay perusal, we may refer to his judgment in 
Steele vy. The North Metropolitan Railway Company, 15 
W. R. 597 (on injunctions to restrain applications to 
Parliament), to his judgments in the well known 
cases in which the United States of America 
were plaintiffs, and, not least of all, to his 
admirable judgment in Blozam v. The Metropolitan 








Railway Company, which is reported in the - Weekly 


Reporter of this date, and is commented upon in another 
column. Lord Chelmsford will also be ever pleasantly 
remembered for his urbanity towards the Bar, and the 
good-humoured tact with which, without abating one 
jot of courtesy, he prevented the time of the Court from 
‘being wasted. He possesses also this excellent qualifica- 
‘tion for a judge, that he never allows himself to be 
unduly influenced by the position of the more eminent 


: fluential members of the Bar. Let who will be engaged 


in the case, he is sure, as long as he speaks to the poiat, 
of a patient hearing from Lord Chelmsford, and, what is 
more, may be sure that his arguments will receive their 
due consideration ; and this, we may add, is more than 
can be said of every judge. e ’ 





Mr. E.R. TuRNER, the son of the late Lord Justice, has 
received the appointment of Judge of County Court 
Circuit No. 15 (Stockton, Darlington, Northallerton, 
Ripon, &c.),in succession to the late Serjeant Dowling. 
Mr. E. R. Turner was well known as a rising mem- 
ber of the junior Chancery Bar, and was recently 
engaged in the heavy case of Bloxam v. The Metro- 

politan Railway Company, in which he drew the 

bill. We understand that this, the first piece of legal 
patronage which Lord Chancellor Cairns has had to 

bestow, was accompanied by a letter, very gratifying to 
the recipient, in which Lord Cairns paid a very hand- 
some tribute to the memory of the late Lord, Justice 
Turner. 2 

AN ODD CASE under the 24th section of the County 
Courts Act of last year has just come to our knowledge. 

An executor of a deceased executor had a fund of about 
£78 in his hands, the residue of property left under a 
will made in the year 1827. The testator died in the 
same year, leaving his property in such a manner thas 
twenty-five persons are now entitled each to a share in 
the distribution of the fand. Only twelve of the twenty- 
five are known to the executor, the others being “ personal 
representatives ” of persons long ago dead, some of them 
as far back as 1833. The executor, to get rid of his 
responsibility, has, within the last few days, paid the £78 
into a post office savings bank, in the name of the regis- 
trar of the Lambeth County Court, to await the orders of 
that Court should any claimants appear. As, however, 
the costs of obtaining an order would in any indiviiual 
case be quite as much as the claim, and, in some cases, 
considerably more, the money will in all probability re- 
main where it is. 





Ir Is STATED that in consequence of the arrears in the 
chambers of the late Vice-Chancellor Wood a third chief 
clerk will be forthwith appointed. 





WE PUBLISH in another column a letter from Mr. 
Josceline F. Watkins, the gentleman to whom we re- 
ferred in our issue of February 15th, as having lately 
commenced practice before the Judicial Committee of 
the Privy Council, though not an English attorney or 
solicitor. Mr. Watkins states that “ he had satisfied 
himself by reference to the proper authority on the 
subject that he was entitled to practise in Indian ap- 
peals before the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council before he commenced to do so.” We presume 
that by “proper authority’? Mr. Watkins means the 
Committee themselves, and, although he states “that 
their Lordships of the Judicial Committee have de- 
cided that duly authorised solicitors of her Majesty’s 
High Courts in Indiaare entitled to practise before the 
Privy Council in appeals from ‘“ these courts,’’ the 
case in which the decision was come to is not men- 
tioned, and we are not referred to the date of the 
order by which it was embodied as part of their lord- 
ship’s proceedings. But before we proceed further 
with his letter we must point out an inadvertency into 
which Mr. Watkins has fallen. He seems to think 
that the attorneys and solicitors of the original jurisdic- 
tion of the Indian High Courts enjoy the same privileges 
as the attorneys and solicitors of the Supreme Courts 
did, which is not true. The attorneys and solicitors of 
the Supreme Courts were, ez officio, pleaders or vakeels 
of the Suider Courts, but they are not so now. When 
the amalgamation of the Supreme and Sudder Courts 
took place in 1862, liberty was, indeed, given to the 





counsel practising before him at the expense of less in- 





attorneys and solicitors of the Supreme Courts to enrol} 
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themselves as pleaders or vakeels of the high courts, ) 


but this liberty was not intended to extend, and does 
not extend, to attorneys and solicitors admitted subse- 
quently to the amalgamation. The privileges of the 
latter, therefore, are only confined to the original juris- 
diction of the high courts. They have no right of 
audience as vakeels in the appellate jurisdiction, and we 
do notclearly see how the Judicial Committee could have 
decided that men who have no right of audience in the 
courts below are entitled to practise in the Appellate 
Court. Mr. Watkinssays “that an analogous case exists 
with reference to Scotch and Canadian lawyers.” We 
never knew that Scotch Writers to the Signet ever prac- 
tised before the Judicial Committee. They no doubt prac- 
tise in the House of Lords in Scotch appeal cases, and 
sodo Scotch advocates, but that is by special arrange- 
ment. The case of the Canadian lawyers is quite dif- 
from that of Mr. Watkins, for there is no distinction 
between attorneys and advocates in Canada. 

With reference to Mr. Watkins’ argument, grounded 
on “her Majesty’s native subjects in India, preferring to 
entrust the care of their interests to professional gentle- 
men in whom they may have personal confidence,” we 
can only say that English solicitors have hitherto managed 
the appeals without any complaint on the part of 
their clients. As far as we understand the practice, 
clients themselves have very little to do in the choice of 
their solicitors in this country. It is either his Mooktiar 
or his pleader who chooses the agent to represent the 
client inthe Privy Council, without much reference to 
what Mr. Watkins calls “ personal confidence.” 

Mr. Watkins’ arguments, carried to their logical conclu- 
sion, go too far. If they w +re of any value why should not 
he appear and plead in court ? We assume he had the 
right of pleading in the Appellate High Court. Why 
should he be deprived of the liberty here ? And as re- 
gards knowledge of Hindu and Mohammedan law, why 
should not our leaders of the bar be compelled to pass an 
examination on the peculiar laws of India before being 
allowed to appear in Privy Council cases ? We need not 
repeat that we have no animosity against Mr. 
Watkins personally ; but we do not think it advisable 
that gentlemen should come over from India and practise 
as agents in Indian appeals without being admitted as 
solicitors of the English Courts. Mr. Watkins’ argu- 
ment as to the advantage of the agent being acquainted 
with Indian law carries him, as we have said, rather too 
far, and would apply equally to advocacy ; but granting 
that the more the agent knows of Indian law the better, 
which no doubt is so, we think gentlemen who mean to 
practise, should first be admitted English attorneys and 
solicitors. 

Since we called attention to the subject first, we un- 
derstand that another gentleman, who formerly belonged 
to the Indian Civil Service, but subsequently got himself 
enrolled as a vakeel in India, has followed Mr. Watkins’ 
example. There is less justification for this gentleman 
than for Mr. Watkins. 

WE ARE very glad to notice the issue of a commis- 
sion to inquire into the constitution and practice of 
courts-martial in the army, and the present system of 
punishment for military offences. The Commissioners are 
—Mr. Wilson Patten, Colonel of the 3rd Royal Lanca- 
shire Militia; the Marquis of Hartingdon, Viscount 
Eversley, Lieutenant-Colonel Commandant in the 
Hampshire Regiment of Yeomanry Cavalry; Lieutenant- 
General Jonathan Peel; Mr. John Robert Mowbray, 
Judge-Advocate-General of the Forces; Mr. T. E. Head- 
Jam; Mr. Rusxcll Gurney, Recorder of the city of 
London; Sir James Yorke Scarlett; Sir Alfred Hastings 
Horsford; Lieutenaut-General Henry Eyre; and Mr. 
Samuel Whitbread. The Commissioners are empowered 
“to obtain information by the examination of all per- 
sons most competent by reason of their knowledge, 
habits, or experience to afford it; and also by calling 


——<————=——= 

pear calculated to assist their researches, and to 
the formation of a sound judgment on the subject.” 
They are to report with all convenient speed 
opinions “in what respects the administration of gj. 
minal justice in the army admits of improvement 
either as regards the constitution or the practice of 
courts-martial, and what changes ‘or modifications it 
be desirable to make in the punishments now applic- 
able to offences committed by the soldier, without danger 
to the paramount consideration of maintaining diggj. 
pline and effectually repressing crime in the ranks of; 
the British army throughout all the various contingencies; 
of military service to which our troops are necessarily 
liable.” Mr. John Lloyd Wharton, barrister-at-law, 
is appointed secretary to the commission, 

With Mr. Russell Gurney on this Commission we may 
fairly hope that something will be effected where go. 


much is needed. a 





THE Judgments Extension Bill proposes that a judg. 
ment obtained in the courts of Westminster or Dublin, 
or a decreet obtained in the Court of Session in Scotland 
upon being registered in the Conrt of either of those 
portions of the kingdom where otherwise it would be 
of no force, is to have the effect of a judgment or 
decreet of the Court in which it is registered. One- 
effect of this becoming law will be to make it unneces- 
sary to bring an action to enforce a judgment which 
might be registered, and, accordingly, no costs of such 
an action are to be recoverable except by direction of the- 
judge. The remaining clauses of the bill consist off 
provisions for carrying ont the details of the foregoing: 
scheme. 


—_—— 


A SIGNIFICANT REVELATION of the manners and 
customs of money-lenders was made this week before: 
Mr. Commissioner Sanders, of the Birmingham Bankruptcy 
Court ; and the case is so instructive that it is worth 
while to call attention to the ciroumstances, Upon the: 
bankruptcy of one Benjamin Thornton, of Nevill Holt: 
Hall, Leieester, it appeared that the bankrupt had been: 
deeply involved in 1864, and had then been released 
frem his liabilities under a deed of assignment for the- 
benefit of his creditors, Being then ir a position to re- 
commence business, which in his case appears to have: 
meant headlong speculation, he repurchased from the 
trustees of the deed a colliery estate which had been 
conveyed to them under the assignment, and very soon 
found it necessary to obtain advances from his old 
creditors, which he could only do upon the terms of re- 
newing the old debts. Thus he started.completely under 
water, and no creditor under the deed was ever paid, 
though many of them took renewals in the manner just 
mentioned. One of these creditors was a Mr. Joel Ellis, 
of Harley Street, London, a creditor for £22,000 un- 
secured, who, the Commissioner stated in his judgment, 
had given his assent tothe deed upon a promise by the 
debtor to renew the debt after the execution of the 
deed. The nature of the transactions between Mr. Joel 
Ellis and the bankrupt, will best be gathered from the 
following extract from the Commissioner’s judgment :— 


“T will now show from the bankrupt’s examination the 


rupt on the application of the latter for assistance. The 
bankrupt being asked what was the consideration fora certain: 
sum of £192 9s. 4d., he answers ‘I had to meet my trustees 
after my bankruptcy. Mr. Butler (one of the trustees) re- 
fused to see me, not having come up in some money transac- 
tions, and I knew very well that he was well acquainted 
with Udall, Mr. [Udall was a solicitor who acted for both 
Joel Ellis and his bankrupt] and I got Ellis to go down for 
Udall. Ellis says, ‘Ho will be very busy; he will require 
£100 for this.’ “I says, ‘Very well; I had better stand 
£100.’ Ellis pays the £100 to Udall, and the £100 becomes, 
in six months, £192 9s. 4d. £400 is paid to Udall by Joel 
Ellis on bankrupt’s account for professional services (it will 





for all documents, papers, and records which may ap- 


be remembered that Udall is stated to have acted both for 





style and nature of Jocl Ellis’s dealings with the bank- ° 
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Joel and the bankrupt), and no bill of costs was delivered to 
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pankrupt. Then there is a sum of £398, paid to Mr. Ed- 
gnonds by Joel Ellis at the directon of the bankrupt. Toa 
yestion ‘ Who is Edmonds?’ bankrupt answers, ‘Joel’s 
verk’ ‘ What have you got to do with him?’ Answer: 
4] had got‘to do with him ; he is a man that has money as 
as his master. You don’t think that a man like Ellis 

his clerk wifhout any money. It was money I borrow- 
him.’ The next item was a singular one, ‘ Present 
to Mrs. Ellis, £105.’ The bankrupt explains this in the 
following way.—Jocl said ‘Thornton, you give me so 
much trouble, and keep me away from home so much; if I 
uy you these Virginian Bonds, you will have to give the 
Missus a hundred guineas.’ I says, ‘Well, what is a hun- 
dred guineas about a job like this; you may say a 
thundred guineas for the Missus” . . . . I will 
now read from the evidence one of the many instances 
of the way in which sums grow from tens to 
hundreds under the hotbed of usury. ‘There is a bill in 


the account due 21st* October, 1865, for £175. Joel, 
when asked the consideration of this Dill, replied, 
#£105 cash—a brougham £50, and discount £20.’ This 


pill of £175, according to Joel’s statement, became, with 
discount £35, a bill for £210; so, according to his further 
atatements, the bill for £210, became, with £50 cash and 
£30 interest, a bill for £290. The £209 bill became, with 
discount £10, a £300 bill. The £290 bill became, with £50 
cash and £30 discount, a bill for £380. The £380 bill be- 
came, with £30 discount, a bill for £410. The £410 bill 
became, with £50 cash, £50 discount, and £50 forfeiture on 
Virginians, a bill for £560. The £560 bill became, with 
£45 discount, a bill for £605; and the £605 bill became, 
with £67 183. 8d. discount, a bill for £673, due 27th March, 
1867. ‘Thus the present of 100 guincas to the “ missus,” 
and the £50 brougham forced on the bankrupt, expanded in 
seventeen months, with the help of the cash above men- 
tioned, to a bill for £673.” 


It is hardly necessary to say that the Commissioner 
considered that the conduct of this bankrupt had 
amounted to “ rash and hazardous speculation ;” he there- 
fore suspended his discharge for a year, though, in con- 
sideration of his having answered “ candidly” the ques- 
tions put to him on his examination, he allowed him 
protection in the meantime. Mr. Joel Ellis, according 
tothe learned Commissioner, boasted that his trade of 
money lending was so flourishing as to amount to 
£1,200,060 a year; apropos of which the Commissiuner 
said:—“I cannot help stopping to remark, almost with 
a shudder, that if the above boast be true, what a shock- 
ing amount of recklessness, extravagance, misery, and 
widely-extended ruin it exhibits!” ‘ 





THE County Courts ADMIRALTY JURISDICTION 
BILL, now before the House of Commons, is of a dif- 
ferent and narrower scope than the Admiralty jurisdic- 
tion measure of last year, to which so much objection 
was justly taken. The present bill proposes to confer 
on certain county courts the same jurisdiction which the 
High Court of Admiralty now exercises, with the fol- 
lowing limitations:—In Bottomry cases the jurisdiction 
is limited to cases in which the amount due on the bond 
is not less than £500. In Salvage cases the limit is 
£1,000 value of the property saved, or £500 amount 
«claimed. In Wages cases the limit is £50 claim. Ail 
other Admiralty causes may be tried in the county 
courts, if the parties, or their attorneys sign an agree- 
ment to that effect, but no prize cases or appeal cases of 
‘any kind are to be so tried. The bill also contains pro- 
visions respecting the transfer of causes from one county 
court to another, or from the County Court to the Admi- 
ralty Court, and, it is further provided, that where 
proceedings are prosecuted in the Admiralty Court, which 
might, without agreement, have been taken in the 
County Court, the plaintiff, if he recover less than three- 
fourths of the amount limiting the county court juris- 
4iction for that case, is to be condemned in costs unless 
the judge certifies that the cause was a proper Admiralty 
cause to be tried before the High Court. The discre- 
tionary power thus hinted at is at best one of those 





Wague discretionary powers. which afford so much 


scope for legislation and so much trouble to judges, 
and it is difficult here to say what the bill means. 

If the cause were not a proper one for the 
Admiralty Court it could not have been tried there, The 
meaning, however, probably is, that if the case presents 
any unusual complication or other difficulty, or if the 
point of law be a particularly nice and important one, 
the Court will consider it a proper case for the High 
Court, although within the County Court limits. But 
whatever the bill may mean it should state a little more 
plainly, for as this section stands at present it is worse 
than the celebrated “ transfer” section of the Companies 
Act, 1862. 

The County Courts to which this Admiralty jurisdiction 
is to be committed are twenty-two in number, comprising 
a number of circuits which include important places on 
the seaboard, and from these circuits a limited number of 
towns is selected at which these Admiralty matters are to 
be tried. In Admiralty cases more than in other matters 
it is of importance that there should be a court constantly 
or very frequently sitting, and the bill proposes to pro- 
vide for this by enacting that the judge of a County 
Court (meaning, we suppose, the judge of the circuits 
Specified in the bill) shall hold a court for Admiralty 
causes once a week. This is a matter which, if the 
bill is to become law, will require very careful order- 
ing, for it will be of the first importance that parties 
with nautical witnesses in tow should know exactly 
when and where the Admiralty County Court is to be 
found. The bill also provides for the framing by the 
Board of Trade of a list of nautical assessors for each 
Court, a proposition which deserves grave consideration, 
and which will not, we trust, pass without full investiga- 
tion. 

We have not now space to notice the remaining pro- 
visions of the bill, but it is enough to say that, regarded 
as legal machinery, the bill is not sufficiently precise. 
How far the county courts will be able to deal satis- 
factorily with these matters is questionable, but at any 
rate we think that, pending the report of the Judicature 
Commission, legislation in this direction is premature. 





THE LAST CONTRIBUTION to the literature of the 
Alabama claims, in the form of a pamphlet by Mr. C.S. C. 
Bowen, a barrister of the Western Circuit, deserves atten- 
tion, not only from its containing in a concise and lucid 
narrative all the material facts in the controversy, but 
also because it deals very ably with the precise question 
now at issue between the American Government and our 
own. Mr. Bowen presses with considerable force, 
andwe think succeeds in proving the erroneousne:s 
of a prevailing impression that one of the points 
required to be submitted to arbitration is whether our 
recognition of the Confederate States as belligerents was 
or was not premature. In reading Mr. Seward’s 
despatches we are certainly sometimes reminded of the 
diplomatic maxim that “language was given us to con~ 
ceal our thoughts;"’ but the fair interpretation of his 
correspondence seems to be that he insists on no more 
than this, that the time, manner, and circumstances of 
our recognition of those States should not be excluded es 
evidence in the proposed arbitration, and there is no 
trace of any such preposterous claim as one for damages 
on accountof such recognition. The only claims made are 
for losses occasioned by the escape of the Alabama and her 
imitators; but, as Mr. Bowen observes, “ the animus dis- 
played in one year might illustrate or support the argu- 
ment of negligence in the next,” and if this kind of 
evidence should be considered irrelevant, it may fairly 
be assumed that it will be rejected by the arbitrator. A 
large portion of the pamphlet is devoted to establishing 
the doctrine that it is the duty of a neutral state to 
vindicate its neutrality, and some contrary assertions by 
“Historicus” are criticised. Our readers who have 
noticed the controversy recently waged between the latter 
writer and a correspondent in the Pall Mall Gazette. 
on the meaning and force of the expression, “ Interna- 
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tional law,’ and who are interested in this branch of 
jarisprudence, will find some useful remarks on this point. 
The view taken by Mr. Bowen is sufficiently indicated by 
the following passage:—“ The duties and rights of neu- 
trals only mean what neutrals are to do and to have done 
to them if the consuetudinary rules of nations are to be 
observed. As neutrality is a state of relation, and where- 
ever there are neutrals there must be belligerents too, it 
follows that if a neutral has rights he also has duties. 
Both stand on the same footing. Violate your so called 
duty, and what is the result ? Simply that you have de- 
parted from the definition; you are not a neutral any 
longer in the world’s eyes, nor will it treat you as such. 
Withhold a neutral’s right, is any law infringed in the 
sense in which an Act of Parliament is broken? Nothing 
of the sort; you are only acting at variance with the 
prescribed manner of treating neutrals. For deviations 
of the sort you will suffer in the way in which nations 
suffer which will not act as others do, or (what is 
equally to be feared) you will make the manners of 
nations laxer and ruder by your example, and so injure 
the social progress of the race.” 





Ir HAS been often said and as often denied, that the 
new Premier was once articled to a solicitor. We be- 
lieve there is no doubt whatever that Benjamin Disraeli 
was articled to Messrs. Swain, Stevens, Maples, Pearse, 
& Hunt, of Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry. He, however, 
threw up his articles before their expiration. 


ORDERS OF DISCHARGE IN BANKRUPTCY. 
No. I. 


One of the most difficult problems which the legislator 
has to deal with in bankruptcy is that of preventing as 
far as possible the whitewashing process, which must be 
to some extent an ingredient in a bankruptcy code, from 
being used by unscrupulous persons as a means of 
enabling themselves to live by speculation at the expense 
of the community, and at the same time guarding against 
the risk that the penal provisions necessary for that 
purpese might tend to check legitimate trade, and to fall 
with too impartial a severity on the unlucky and the 
dishonest. The Act of 1849 endeavoured to satisfy these 
desiderata by giving the Court a discretionary power of 
refusing a certificate of conformity, and enabling creditors 
to obtain what were valled B.a. certificates, on which they 
could in turn commit their debtor to prison for a year; 
and by distinguishing the certificates into three classes: 
(1) where the bankruptcy had arisen from unavoidable 
losses and misfortunes; (2) where it had not wholly so 
arisen; and (3) where it had not so arisen at all. The 
moral effect of these classes of certificates, however, 
was shown to be about as great as if they had only 
differed by being written on pink, blue, and white paper; 
and the general result of the Act on this point, as de- 
duced from the report of a Commission made in 1854, is 
summed up by Lord Westbury as follows: “ The report of 
1854 shows in a very striking manner the unnecessary 
cruelty of one set of enactments, and the evil resulting 
in the administration of the law from the uncertainty 
and laxity of the other; and it could hardly be otherwise: 
because, when no other rule was given than that which 
is contained in the 198th section of the Act of 1849, that 
the Commissioners should have regard to the conduct of 
the bankrupt as a trader before as well as after his bank- 
xuptey, it was scarcely possible to expect any other result 
than that in the application of so general a rule, involving 
a great number of moral considerations, the seventeen or 
eighteen judges who had to administer the law would 
vary very much, first, in their estimate of the rule itself, 
and secondly, in their mode of applying it.” “The legis- 
lature therefore,” to quote again the author of the Act of 
1861, “ was desirous of laying down a rule of: conduct 
which the Commissioner was bound to abide by, and of 
introducing something like a certain and definite mode of 
judging of the bankrupt’s condact, of reducing it to certain 





— ee oo 
principles and tests, by which his right to a disc’ 
from his creditors was in future to be judged and deter. 
mined, and of excluding the severe rules on one side, and the 
large discretionary uncertain powers of the Commissioner 
on the other.”” By the Act now in force the classification 
of certificates was accordingly abolished, and the 159th, 
section, after providing for the prosecution of the bank.. 
rupt for any of the offences made a misdemeanour by that; 
Act, and for the refusal or suspension of the order of dis. 
charge in case of his conviction, enacted that if in an 
case there should be made or appear to the Court to 
exist objection to the granting of an immediate disc 
the Court should proceed to consider the conduct of the 
bankrupt before and after adjudication, and the manner 
and circumstances in and under which his debts hag 
been contracted; and if the Court should be of opinion 
that his conduct in certain respects had been such as will 
be presently mentioned, it might refuse or suspend the: 
order, or grant it subject to conditions as to future pro- 
perty, or sentence the bankrupt to imprisonment for not 
more than a year. This discretionary power may be 
exercised if the Court is satisfied of either of the follow- 
ing heads of offence having been committed: (1) that 
the bankrupt had carried on trade by means of fictitious 
capital; (2) that at the time when any of his debts were 
contracted he could not have had any reasonable ex-. 
pectation of being able to pay the same; (3) that, ifa 
trader, he had, with intent to conceal his affairs, omitted 
to keep proper books; (4) that his insolvency was at- 
tributable to rash and hazardous speculation or un- 
justifiable extravagance in living; and (5) that he had 
put any of his creditors to expense by vexatious defences 
to their actions or suits to recover their debts. In liew 
of a roving inquiry into the conduct of the bankrupt the 
Court has now to consider it under these five heads alone;. 
and this at first sight would seem to be an advantage;. 
but a reference to a few recent cases will show that the. 
advantage is at least a doubtful one, and that the un- 
certainty alluded to has by no means been removed. 

Thus on the second head we find many decisions not. 
easily reconciled with each other. In Le Mortimore, ¥ 
W. R. 423, where the bankrupt had accepted accommoda- 
tion bills for persons with whom he dealt, Lord Camp- 
bell held, under a clause in the Act of 1849, in similar 
words, that the bankrupt’s belief in their solvency was 
material; but in Re Barker, 12 W. R. 321, Lord West- 
bury decided that a bankrupt of small means, who had 
lent his name to a firm of undoubted solvency on bills to 
a large amount, had committed the offence against which 
the Act was specially directed, not having the remotest 
expectation of being himself able to meet these liabili- 
ties; and this view seems to have been affirmed by Lord 
Cranworth’s decision in Hw parte Mee,1 L. R. Ch, 336. 
More difficulty arises on the question how far purchasers 
of goods on credit are aimed at by this head. In the 
ordinary course of trade debts will be contracted in this 
way, which the purchaser can only expect to meet by 
the help of the proceeds of the sale of the goods, and it. 
would be rather hard that he should be punished because 
a sudden fall in the price prevented his meeting his. 
liabilities. In Ze Warhs,1L. R. Ch. 334, a seller of 
shoes, being insolvent by more than £200, obtained goods. 
of £22 value, which were soon afterwards sold for £8; 
but Lord Cranworth said that he might have thought he 
should sell the goods so as to be able to pay for them, 
and discharged the order suspending his certificate. 

This case certainly goes to a great length, and has been 
doubted by Lord Justice Rolt, in Hx parte Bayley, 16 W. 
R, 291; and it seems more probable that in like cases 
such facts as the insolvency of the bankrupt at the time 
of giving his orders (2x parte Heyn, 15 W. R. 1158, 2 
L. R. Ch, 650), or the consignment of the goods to a per- 
son abroad to whom he was largely indebted (Zw parte 
Hartmann, 15 L, T.N. 8. 640) will be considered ma- 
terial. As instances of the want of a settled rule on 
this point we may refer to Le Stevens, 7 L, T. N. 8, 649, 
where an auctioneer, wlio had been employed to sell 
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some furniture, immediately after the sale distributed 
the proceeds among his creditors; and Commissioner 
Goulburn held, that although the auctioneer wasinsolvent 
at the time when he entered into the engagement, it was 
not a case of contracting a debt without a reasonable 
expectation of paying it; and Ze Lngleheart, 12 W. R. 
887, where an auctioneer had appropriated the proceeds 
of sales to meet prior liabilities, and Commissioner Hol- 
moyd suspended his certificate on the ground that such a 
course of dealing was not justifiable, and that a debt 
arising immediately on the sale to the persons for whom 
the goods were sold, the case came within the clause in 
question. 

Again, in dealing with cases supposed to have been 
within the first head, the Lords Justices Turner, Cairns, 
and Rolt have all expressed their ignorance as to what 
trading by means of fictitious capital may mean, The lead- 
ing case on this point seems to be Ew parte Harrison, 15 
W. R. 163, 2 L. R. Ch. 195, in which the partners having 
little capital of their own drew bills on persons of no sub- 
stance and with whom they had no dealings, and dis- 
ounted them in London with a stranger to the firm. 
‘Lord Justice Turner thought that drawing accommodation 
pills was rather trading on fictitious credit than on ficti- 
tious capital, and agreed with Lord Cairns, that the trans- 
.action in question was really trading on borrowed capital, 
that is, on the money received from the discount of the 
Pills; but that if a trader obtained acceptances where 
there was no real transaction, and got them dis- 
counted under circumstances which would lead per- 
sons to think they represented real transactions, as by 
adjusting the sums to include shillings and pence, as if 
ordinary trade debts, the case might come within the 
Act. The intention of the framer of the Act cannot be 
‘used to interpret it; but as so much difficulty has been 
felt on the subject, it may be as well to remind our 
readers how it was explained by him, and we extract for 
that purpose the following passage from his speech on 
the second reading of the Bill of 1861 :— Among the 
offences enumerated is one which I should have been very 
glad to make a criminal offence if I could have found the 
means of defining it with that amount of accuracy with 
which every criminal offence ought to be defined. I 
mean the creation of fictitious capital, the trading with 
false capital, principally produced by the excessive use 
and unjust application of accommodation bills. That, in 
point of fact is nothing more than a. mode of obtaining 
the means of trading by fraudulent pretences, and ought 
in the excess to be punished as fraud. But the difficulty 
is in making criminal that which is only so in the excess; 
because the excess is incapable of being defined in words, 
although no man can hesitate about recognising it, when 
it comes before him in actual business. It is impossible 
‘to assert that being a party to an accommodation bill shall 
of itself be an offence; yet no man of any information 
on the subject can hesitate to say that such a system of 
trading by accommodation bills as that which has been ex- 
hibited in the public journals in connection with a recent 
case of bankruptcy amounts to one of the worst descrip- 
tion of offences.” The case alluded to was no doubt that 
of Re Lawrence Mortimer and Schreeder (reported on 
appeal, 10 W. R. 22,) in which the bankrupts, who were 
Jeather and hide factors, had sent on the market bills to the 
amount of several millions, only a small portion of which 
were for value. We may add, that during the passage of 
the bill through the House an amendment was proposed 
by Mr. Gregson, that after the word “capital,” the 
words “or by means of accommodation bills for which no 
value has been received,” should be added; but this was 
rejected for the reasons mentioned in the passage we 
have just quoted. As doubts have also arisen on the 
meaning of the fourth of the heads we have enumerated, 

we propose to consider these in another article, in which 
we shall cursorily notice the changes suggested by the 
bills of 1866 and 1867. 








CRIMINAL LAW.—No. I. 


Amongst the many vices with which English law is 
justly chargeable, not the least important is the great 
confusion which is permitted to exist as to the distinc- 
tions between the different departments of which our 
law is composed. The two chief divisions of Haglish 

law are Civil law and Criminal law, which are widely 
distinguished from one another ; and it is not too much 
to say that it is impossible to have a clear conception of 
the law asa whole, without understanding the distine- 
tions between these two great divisions, which in them- 
selves comprise nearly the whole of thatlaw. Blackstone, 
when he attempts to distinguish crimes from civil inju- 
ries(4 Bla. Com. 5) affords a good illastration of the 
confusion of ideas of which we speak ; and although this 
passage has often been criticised, it would nevertheless be 
difficult to find amongst the English text books in ordinary 
use, which treat generally of contracts, torts, and crimes, 
any clear explanation of the true distinction between 
these different branches of law. This distinction, how- 
ever, is not so very difficult of explanation, and we pro- 
pose in this and in one or two succeeding articles to discuss 
briefly the relative positions of criminal and civil law 
respectively. 

English law is divided, as we have already said, into 
civil and criminal law. Civil law relates to all that con- 
cerns those rights and duties for the invasion or breach 
of which the law gives to a person injured thereby a 
right to recover compensation * from the person who 
has caused such injury. 

Criminal law relates to those rights and duties for the 
invasion or breach of which the law inflicts punishment 
by the direction and at the discretion of those who re- 
present the public; that is, in this country, usually the 
sovereign or those acting for him. The cases where 
penalties may be recovered by action at the suit of a 
private person, and impeachments, furnish examples of 
criminal proceedings not pursued in the name of the 
sovereign. 

Civil law is divided into two branches: the one rela- 
ting to contracts, the other to torts or wrongs indepen- 
dent of contract. These two divisions of civil law differ 
from one another in several important particulars, but 
for the present purpose they may be treated of together, 
as they both possess certain characteristics which dis- 
tinguish them very clearly from the law relating to 
crimes or those acts which fall within the scope of 
criminal law. In civil proceedings the person who has 
been injured, or in other words who complains that a 
right belonging to him has been invaded, brings an 
action or suit against the person who has caused the . 
injury in order to compel the latter to make compensation 
for the damage that has been done. The immediate object 
of such procedure is usually compensation only for the in- 
vasion of some right vested in, or breach of some duty to 
be observed towards, the person setting it in motion. 
This is strictly true of all proceedings which are 
brought tocompel the doing of any specific act: as the 
performance of a contract or the restitution of property; 
and it also applies to actions which are brought to 
recover damages for breach of a contract. In almost 
every action for breach of contract (excerpt perhaps 
for breach of promise of marriage) the object of the 
proceedings is to recover such a sum of money as will 
be equivalent to the damage caused thereby. 

Inactions of tort the same rule usually applies, but 
there are some cases in which the injured person (or the 
plaintiff) may recover damages to a much larger amount 
than would be afforded by a calculation of the actual loss. 
or injury caused by the wrong-doer (or the defendant). 
In cases such as these the jury are at liberty to give 

* Compensation is here used in its widest sense, as including not 
only damages recoverable by action, but also that relief which may be 
obtained by the specific performance of a contract, or the enforcement 
of a trust by means of proceedings in equity, the recovery of land, asin 
ejectment, or the restitution of a chattel, as in detinue. Such relief as 
this is frequently the best possible compensation when coupled with 











the payment by the wrong doer of the costs of enforcing it, 
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what are called vindictive damages, sothat the infliction 
of such damages may not only compensate for the loss 
or injury caused, but may also more effectually deter the 
defendant from repeating, as well as others from imita- 
ting the wrongful act which has formed the ground of 
the action. Actions for personal injuries, for defamation, 
and the action for seduction, are instances in which the 
jury are permitted to give vindictive damages. The 
direct object of civil procedure, i.c. of an action or suit 
by the party injured, is therefore always compensation 
for a damage suffered through the invasion of some private 
right or the breach of some private duty ; but sometimes 
the law allows punishment to be inflivted on the defendant 
by requiring him to pay damages in excess of what would 
compensate for the actual damage done, in order to pre- 
vent the more surely the repetition or imitation of the 
wrong. In all cases where a remedy is sought by civil 
procedure, the proceedings are in the name of the person 
injured, or in that of his representative, and against the 
wrong-doer or his representative. In enforcing such 
remedy the plaintiff can at any time discontinue the pro- 
eeedings, and may release the defendant from all liabi- 
lity. This applies equally to suits in the Court of Chan- 
cery or elsewhere, and is also the case even in those 
actions in which a jury may give vindictive damages ; 
for compensation is the primary object of these as of all 
other civil proceedings, and it is of course competent for 
any person to renounce his right to compensation, as well 
as any other right to which he may be entitled. All 
those acts which render the person committing them 
liable to be thus proceeded against for the recovery of 
compensation are civil injuries. 

The object of criminal proceedings is not to obtain 
compensation for a wrong done to an individual, but to 
punish a wrong done to the State. The procedure by 
which this punishment is enforced is usually a suit 
against the guilty person, in the name of the sovereign, 
as representing the whole community. In such a suit 
the person, if any, who has suffered from the wrongful 
act (for the ground of most of such proceedings is an in- 
jury to some determinate person, as theft or assault) has 
no control over the proceedings : which are not brought 
for the purpose of redressing any private wrong of the 
individual, but to punish a public wrong, or one which 
has been dore to the whole community. The sovereign, 
therefore, or his representative, alone has control over 
criminal proceedings, and is the only person who can 
stop them, or who can release the wrong-doer from 
the liability to be punished for his offence. All 
those acts which render a person committing them 
liable to be thus proceeded against and punished are 
crimes, 

The most important distinction between crimes and 
civil injuries consists in the mcdes wherein they are re- 
spectively pursued (which is an almost invariable dis- 
tinction) and the immediate object of such procedure. 
There are, however, in consequence of this distinction, 
certain incidents which are peculiar to crimes, but which 
are not considered necessary ingredients to constitute a 
civil injury. But notwithstanding that there are cer- 
tain characteristics which distinguish crimes from civil 
injuries, it must yet always be remembered that the dis- 
tinction between them is purely arbitrary. It does not 
depend on any inherent difference in the nature or con- 
sequence of the acts, but solely on the established rules 
of law. In order to ascertain whether any particular 
act is a civil injury or a crime, or both, we must look to 
authority alone. 








“Navan Law ?’—The United Service Gaztte states that on 
Janding at the Island of Ascension the visitor is confronted by 
the following notice :—The Island of Ascension being the pro- 
perty of the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty, and bond 
Jide aa and parcel of H. M. 8. Flora, persons are to bear in 
mind when landing on any part of the Island that they place 
themselves under naval law, in the same manner as though they 
had been on board the Flora herself.” 





RECENT DECISIONS: 
EQUITY. 
RIGHT OF MORTGAGEE OF Stock TO DEAL. Tuere: 
WITH. 


Langton v. Waite, 16 W. R. 508. 


In this case the principal question was strictly, 
whether a mortgagee of stock, who, during the continy- 
ance of the loan, sold the stock, and at the termination 
of the loan replaced it, for the re-delivery to the mort 
gagor, with stock purchased at a lower price, was or wag 
not bound to account to the mortgayor for the profit 
made upon that transaction; or, in other words, whether 
a mortgagee of stock is entitled to sell it, and whether 
he is required to re-deliver the identical stock which wag 
delivered to him. 

The plaintiff, through Price & Pott, his stockbrokers, 
mortgaged some Grand Trunk Canada Railway stock to the 
defendant Waite, also a stockbroker, with a proviso for re- 
demption at the end of three months, but before the end 
of the three months the plaintiff sold the stock, and 
asked the defendant to receive back his money and re- 
deliver the stock. This the defendant refused to do, and 
the plaintiff was unable to complete his sale, and had to 
pay his purchaser a large sum, the difference between 
the price at which he had sold and the price at which 
the purchaser ultimately obtained the same amount of 
stock. If the case had ended here, the plaintiff would 
have had no remedy against the defendant, since until 
the time specified for the duration of the loan the defen- 
dant was under no obligation to close it by accepting 
repayment and re-delivering the stock (ride Brown 
v. Cole, 14 Sim. 428). But it turned out that 
the defendant, before the time specified for redemp- 
tion, sold the stock, and the price having fallen 
when that time arrived, realised a large sum by re- 
placing it with stock at the then current price, which 
he delivered to the plaintiff. In this manner the ques- 
tions which we have stated arose. 

The defendant’s first contention was that there was no- 
privity between himself and the defendant. But it is 
very well settled that where an agent contracts for an 
undisclosed principal the principal may subsequently 
disclose himself and sue upon the contract, though he 
must sue subject to such rights quoad the contract as, at 
the time of his disclosure, subsisted between the other 
party to the contract and the agent. 

The defendant also justified what he had done by con- 
tending that under the contract he had a right to deal 
with the stock as he had done, and by alleging a custom 
of the Stock Exchange to the effect that when there is a 
loan for a fixed period on the security of stock the lender 
is at liberty to deal with the stock in the interim. Now 
here we may observe that had such a custom as this been: 
proved, it must have bound the plaintiff; not simply 
as a rule of the Stock Exchange, for rules of the Stock. 
Exchange are not necessarizy as such binding on outsiders. 
who deal with its members; but because as a rule of the 
Stock Exchange it would have been binding upon the 
brokers, through whom, as his agent, he contracted with: 
the defendant, and therefore upon himself when sub- 
sequently disclosed. The evidence was, however, as the 
Vice-Chancellor remarked, strongly opposed to the 
existence of such a custom, while the 64th rule of the- 
Stock Exchange—that “in all cases of loan, or deposit, 
or security, the lender is bonnd to return the identical 
securities deposited, unless otherwise agreed on’'—was- 
strong corroborative evidence against the existence of: 
such a custom. 

The general law of mortgage and pledge is clear, that 
the mortgagee or pawnee cannot during the continuance: 
of the loan sell the subject-matter or hold it otherwise 
than asa security. No custom, therefore, being shown to the- 
contrary, the defendant was wrongin dealing as he did 
with the stock placed in his possession. We do not say: 


that such a custom as that contended for would be- 
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impossible, for a custom that parties to contracts of a 
icular description should be bound by certain obligations 

extra to those which the law would ordinarily attach, 

would not be illegal, but such a custom as that alleged 

would certainly be a curiously inconvenient and inequit- 

able, and therefore very improbable one. 

It was further contended that the Court could not 
ddentify the stock. This, however, is simply a question 
of possibility. If the Court could, it would, and, as the case 
ihappened, it could and did. 

It may perhaps be asked, what would have happened, 
in the event of the defendant being able to show that 
jhe had re-purchased and re-delivered to his mortgagor the 
identical stock which he sold? The Vice-Chanceller 
would certainly have held that this made no difference to 
his obligation to account for the profit resulting from his 
having dealt with the subject-matter of the mortgage. 
‘The wrong was in dealing with it at all,and the fact that 
che was enabled by chance to replace it would not relieve 
him from the obligation of accounting for that profit of 
which the Court would regard him asa trustee for the 
mortgagor. 





RULES OF CouRT As TO ILLUSORY Suits. 
Blovam.v. Metropolitan Railway Company, 16 W. R. 490. 

This is a decision of the Lord Chancellor upon merely 
-an interlocutory application, and, under ordinary circum- 
:stances, the case would again come, at any rate before 
the Court below, upon the hearing of the cause. It 

appears, however, that the suit has now answered its 
purpose, the parties having effected an arrangement, and 
:we must, therefore, make the mostof the Lord Chancellor’s 
decision. 

The main point upon which this case will be an authority 
is the bearing of the position and conduct of aplaintiff who 
files a bill against his company upon his right to the re- 
lief sought, supposing him to be otherwise entitled to it 
upon the merits. And upon this point the decision is of 
the same value as a decision at the hearing, for Lord 
Chelmsford, after deciding that the bill and evidence 
-disclosed important and doubtful questions of a character 
to induce the Court to require matters to be kept in 
statu quo until the case could be fully investigated at 
the hearing, proceeded to examine whether or no there 
were any special reasons personal to the plaintiff to dis- 
entitle him to relief should he establish a title upon the 
-merits. 

The Court allows one shareholder to maintain a bill 
-against his company on behalf of himself and the other 
shareholders, without requiring any evidence of the con- 
currence of the remaining shareholders, or any of them, 
and will at his instance restrain the company from the 
commission of an act ultra vires, even though every 
other shareholder may be opposed to him, and in favour 
of the act being done. But the Court requires that the 
suit be not an imposition upon itself or an illusory pro- 
-ceeding, and has in various cases refused to entertain a 
-shareholéer’s bill, on the ground that his status in court 
was tainted in this manner. It will be convenient shortly 
to examine, by the light of the authorities, including the 
.present case, the ascertained requirements of the Court in 
this respect. 

The early case of Colman v. T'he Eastern Counties Iail- 
way Company, 10 Beav. 1, is so meagre that it may be 
laid out of account. There a shareholder in the railway 
company filed a bill against the company to restrain them 
from entering into a certain contract with a certain 
Steam Packet Company. The secretary of the railway 

“company made an affidavit to the effect that the plaintiff 
was an agent of a rival steam packet company, and em- 
ployed their solicitors in the case, and that in his belief 
‘the plaintiff was acting at the instigation and request of 
that company. Lord Langdale’s decision, as reported on 
this point, is merely to the effect that, “looking at’’ this 
affidavit, “there was not sufficient ground to say that 
ithe plaintiff had not a right to sue and ask for an 





injunction if the merits of his case entitled him to one.’” 
It is evident that the evidence here was too scanty, and, 
moreover, had it been proved that the plaintiff was act- 
ing at the “instigation” of a rival company, that alone 
would not, as we shall see, have sufficed to put him out 
of court. 

In Forest v. The Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln- 
shire Railway Company, 9 W. R. 818, the bill was filed 
by a shareholder, who was also a shareholder in and 
director of another company interested in putting a stop 
to the acts which the plaintiff sought to restrain. The 
plaintiff admitted that the directors of this company 
directed the institution of “his suit,” and indemnified 
him against costs. Lord Westbury dismissed the bill 
solely on the personal exception to the plaintiff. Com- 
menting on the case last cited, he said that possibly it 
might be an insufficient personal exception to a plaintitf 
that he had become so “at the instigation” of another 
company, but that he would not assent to the proposition 
if carried one jot further. He also pointed out the dis- 
tinction between a suit “ directed”? by another company, 
in which the conduct and direction of the suit would be 
with them, and the plaintiff merely their puppet, and a 
bond fide instituted by the plaintiff, only persuaded by 
the other company, and prosecuted, for all that appeared 
to the contrary, at his own peril. He continued—*I 
have nothing to do with the motives of men suing 
in this court. If they come here in a bond fide 
character, the reason for their coming here is a matter 
beyond the province of a court of justice to inquire into. 
But if a man comes here representing to me that he is 
a bond fide shareholder in a company, and that it is the 
bond fide suit of that company, and it turns out not to 
be the suit of that company, but in reality to be in his 
origin, in its very birth and creation, the suit of another 
company, then I repeat, that is an illusory proceeding 
and ought not to be attended to by the Court.” Rogers 
v. The Oxford, Worcester, and Wolverhampton Railway 
Company, 2D. G. & J. 662, adds nothing to the previous 
rulings, as the act complained of was there held to be 
intra vires, and beneficial to the company. In Filder v. 
The London, Brighton, and South-Coast Railway Com- 
pany, 1 H. & M. 494, Vice-Chancellor Wood said:— 
“What this Court looks to is this, is the suit bond fide 
the plaintiff's own suit, or is he merely the hand by 
which some one else acts ?”’ and dismissed the bill on the 
ground that it was the bill of a person “having a per- 
fectly nominal interest in the company,” and “ indemni- 
fied against costs by a person interested in an adverse, 
and in some sense a rival, company.” In the present 
case it appeared that the plaintiff, as yet holding no 
interest in the company, had advertised in the Daily 
News for complaints against the management, had sub- 
sequently purchased an interest in the company, and 
very shortly afterwards filed his bill ostensibly to re- 
strain the payment of dividends out of capital. As to 
his “ motives ” there was no further evidence, except 
that he was acting in concert with other shareholders of 
the company, and it was not shown that he was indemni- 
fied by them, or that the suit was not periculo suo. Lord 
Chelmsford repeated Vice-Chancellor Wood’s question 
(udi sup.), and continued—*The correct answer must be, 
he consented to become the instrument of others, dut 
Sor this purpose he hasacquired an interest which giveshim 
a@ common cause with them. I cannot say that having 
chosen to place himself in this invidious position, with 
areal interest, though of no great amount at stake, he 
is not to have the ordinary rights of a plaintiff, on 
account of the motives which led him to acquire the 
means of appearing in that character.” This decision is 
entirely in accordance with the cases previously cited. 

The result appears to be shortly this. The onus of 
establishing the personal exception against the plaintiff 
is, of course, upon the defendants. The ‘‘ motives” of 
which the Court disapproves in plaintiffs may be of two 
kinds—the plaintiff may be acting either to advance the 
interest of a rival company at the expense of the com- 
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pany in litigation, or he may be litigating simply as a 
personal speculation of his own (expecting for instance 
to be bought off). In the former class, in order to put 
him out of court, it will not suffice that the Court is 
compelled to conclude his motives for suing to be other 
than the ordinary motives of a plaintiff. It must be 
shown that he is not the real plaintiff, that the parties 
in the back ground are indemnifying him against the 
liabilities of the suit, and are, in everything but the 
name, themselves the plaintiffs. The mere fact of in- 
demnification or an understanding that this was to be 
the case would probably suffice for the defendant’s case. 
As to the latter class, it is certainly to be wished that plain- 
tiffs should not be ableto avail themselvesof the Court of 
Mhancery toassistin such speculations, but asfaras the pre- 
sent point is concerned there appears to be nothing to pre- 
vent it, since if the plaintiff thought it worth while to 
buy a real interest in the company for this purpose, 
and is not indemnified by any one behind the scenes, 
there is nothing to put him out of court, the Court 
being unable, as Lord Westbury puts it, to enter into the 
consideration of mere motives. It is certain, however, 
that the Court of Chancery is largely resorted to by liti- 
gants of this class, and the evil is too deep rooted to be 
reached through the procedure or doctrines of the 
Court. 

Finally it appears, from Seaton v. Grant, 15 W. R. 
602, that the Court will not, on the ground of sucha 
“personal exception ” to a plaintiff, take a bill off the 
file, but will leave the matter to be determined in the 
ordinary course. It is perhaps worth while to notice a 
contention on the part of the plaintiffs that the plaintiff 
was, through his vendor, bocnd by acquiescence in the 
acts of which he complained. It is, however, plain, as 
the Court put it, that however this might be as to past 
acts, he could not be bound not to complain of a repeti- 
tion in futuro. As to the extent to which the Court 
will interfere to control the management of Parlia- 
mentary or other companies, this case gives no informa- 
tion, because, the decision being upon a mere interlocu- 
tory application, it amounted to a mere finding (like the 
true bill of a grand jury) that there was a case for the 
hearing. 





INJUNCTIONS IN CASES OF NUISANCE. 

Walk:r v. Brewster, V.C.W., 16 W.R.59, 5 L. R. Eq. 25. 

Cases of injunctions to restrain various kinds of nui- 
sances are not infrequent, but from the decisions generally 
resting more on the particular facts than on any well- 
defined principles the cases are seldom reported. We 
cannot say that the present is a very satisfactory one 
as a precedent. The plaintiff, who moved to restrain 
some /étes being held in grounds adjoining to his own, 
relied, amongst other things, upon the fact that the 
fireworks and music attracted a crowd of disorderly 
persons who congregated in the road outside, and the 
Vice-Chancellor, on the principle that every one must 
be answerable for the probable consequences of his acts, 
thought this a sufficient ground for the injunction. It 
was urged that if the responsibility of the defendant 
were extended as far as this, no one could give a ball or 
a garden party in London without liability to an in- 
junction, as a crowd would always be attracted by 
music, lights, and a string of carriages. The answer 
made to this in the judgment is, that the case before the 
court, where the defendant made a business and profit 
by the entertainments, was different from that sugges- 
ted, where a person used his house for the ordinary 
enjoyments of life, one of which enjoyments, as the 
Vice-Chancellor, evidently with some recollection of the 
discomfort of those entertainments, says “is supposed 
to be” the occasional entertainment of one’s friends at 
a rout. There is. very little doubt that it would be 
difficult to obtain an injunction in such a case, but we 
cannot see why, if the owner of an adjoining house to 
ours giyes weekly balls, attended with the same unpleasant 








consequences to us as those which occurred in Walker y,. 
Brewster, we should be the less entitled to an injunc. 

tion against him because he gave those entertainments, 
not for pecuniary profit, but for the occasionally quite as. 
substantial results of social position, or even for the 
amusement alone of himself and his friends, 

The fact is undisputed that a man’s right to do what 
he likes with and on his own property is controlled by- 
the common law right, which others as well as himself 
possess, of not having their enjoyment of their dwellings. 
disturbed by him, unless he has acquired some easement 
in derogation of that right. 
air, there is a right to silence, but as in the former case 
it has been laid down that only such nuisances will be 
restrained as materially interfere with the ordinary com- 
fort physically of human existence, not merely according 
to elegant or dainty modes and habits of living, but 
according to plain and sober and simple notions among 
English people, so in the latter much would probably 


have to be endured which a person of acute nervous. 


organization would find intolerable, before relief could 
be obtained from the Court of Chancery. Besides this 
rule, not always easy of application, that the nuisance 
must be a material one to what we may describe as an 
average occupant of the dwelling house in respect of 
which the right is claimed, it may also be asserted that: 
where the nuisance, even if material, as we think the 
thrumming on a piano-forte for six or seven hours a. 
day in an adjoining house might fairly be considered, is 
not of an unusual character, there will be great diff-. 
culty in obtaining an injunction. 

In the case before us, no decision was given on the: 
right to restrain the letting off fireworks and playing of 
brass bands as nuisances per se, but the constant shower 
of rocket sticks, to which the plaintiff’s premises were 
said to have been exposed, could hardly have been less: 
than a serious nuisance, 


Q COMMON LAW. 
Lex Locr ContRactus — ENDORSEMENT OF BILL OF 
EXCHANGE. 
Lebel v. Tucker, 16 W. BR, Q. B. 338. 


A contract sued upon in England is generally governed: 
as to its validity, nature, interpretation, and effect 
by the law of the country where it was made, 
The procedure by which a remedy upon a contract is 
enforced is regulated by the law of this country without 
any reference to the law by which the validity of the 
contract itself is to be governed; this rule, subject, of 
course, to some exceptions, is well established, but in 
Lebel vy. Tucker'a question arose as to its application. 
A bill of exchange wasdrawn, made payable, and accepted 
in England. It was subsequently endorsed in blank in 
France to the plaintiff, a domiciled resident there by the 
then holder, who was also domiciled and resident in 
France. The endorsement was a valid endorsement ac- 
cording to English law, but by French law it was invalié 
and incapable of giving the endorsee a right to sue upon 
the bill. The plaintiff sued the acceptor on the bill in Eng- 
land. These facts appeared upon the pleadings, and it 
was held upon demurrer that the plaintiff was entitled to 
maintain the action; that the question was as to the 
interpretation of the acceptor’s contract, which was an 
English contract, and that the effect of it was that the 
acceptor thereby promised to pay the payee of the 
bill, or his order made according to English law. 
At first sight this decision appears opposed to the: 
rule as to the lew loci contractus, which we have: 
already mentioned, but it is not really so, and this will 
be seen directly if we consider the true effect of an en- 
dorsement. An endorsement has adouble operation, firstasa 
transfer, and, secondly, as a contract. By the transfer the 
endorsee acquires the legal title to the instrument, ani 
also the rights upon the instrument. (By the contract. 
the endorser guarantees to the endorsee that the bill 
shall be paid at maturity. Such a contract as this and 


Thus, besides the right to. 
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the transfer need not be made together. There may 
pe a transfer without a guarantee, as of an endorsement 
sans recours, or an endorsement by an infant, and there 

of course be a guarantee of payment without any 
transfer having taken place between the guarantor and 
the person guaranteed—e.., by the guarantor simply 
writing his name on the bill in the holder’s possession. 
Iebel v. Tucker only decides that if the transfer of a bill 
of exchange drawn, payable, and accepted in England be 
according to the law of England, the transferree ac- 
quires all the ordinary rights to and upon the instru- 
ment as against the acceptor, no matter where the 
transfer took place, and irrespective of the question of 
the validity or invalidity of such transfer according 
to the law of the place where it was made. The case 
by no means decides that the endorsement would operate 
asa valid contract. 

Mellor, J., says, “The question is whether anything 
else is requisite to the plaintiff’s right to sue the defend- 
antthan anendorsement according to English law. It 
is our opinion that there isnot. Ido not express any 
opinion as to the effect of an endorsement in blank in 
France as against the endorser. Thisis not such a case.” 
Lush, J., also says, “ We only decide that the defend- 
ant having contracted in England that contract 
must be subject to the law of England.” If 
the plaintiff upon the acceptor’s refusal to pay had 
sued his endorser, the question as to the validity of the 
endorsement as a contract would then have arisen, and 
it would seem the necessary result of the rules we have 
already stated that in such an action the endorser would 
have a good defence, as no contract valid by the law of 
France could be proved. This question, however, did 
not arise in Lebel v. Tucker, which leaves the law upon 
this point precisely as it was before this decision. 





ConsTRUCTION—PENALTY—LIQUIDATED DAMAGES. 
Hinton v. Sparkes, 16 W. R. ©. P. 360. 

Asa general rule parties may contract as they like, 
and they are bound by their contracts when deliberately 
entered into, however imprudent they may be. At an 
early date, however, the Court of Chancery began to re- 
strain the enforcement of some kinds of contracts, where 
an undue advantage was likely to be obtained by one of 
the parties. This equitable jurisdiction was most fre- 
quently set in motion in cases where the due perform- 
ance of a contract had been secured by the imposition of 
a penalty upon the party failing to perform it; for in- 
stance, the ordinary form of a bond is now, and has been 
for centuries, a promise under seal to pay a sum of 
money, with a condition that if half that sum (not being 
the real amountof the debt) is paid on or before a certain 
day the bond is to be void. If the condition were not 
strictly performed, the obligor of the bond was at law liable 
to pay the whole sum. The Court of Chancery, however, in- 
terfered and relieved him from this liability upon his pay- 
ing the amount named in the condition, and the interest 
thereon, together with any damage actually caused by its 
not having been duly paid. Two statutes (8 & 9 Will. 3, c. 
11, and 4 & 5 Anne, c. 16) have now given, in effect, to the 
common law courts the same power to restrain the 
demand for the penalties on bonds as the Court of Chan- 
cery formerly exercised. The common law courts, also 
acting upon the principles of the Court of Chancery, 
which were recognised as applicable to common law by 
these two statutes, refuse at the present day to enforce 
the payment of penalties for non-performance of a con- 
tract. It has also been established that if the damages 
which may result from a breach of contract are uncer- 
tain, it is competent for the parties to agree beforehand 
upon the amount which they are willing to pay in case 
of such a breach as ascertained or liquidated damages, 
and neither the courts of equity or of common law will 
prevent the recovery of such liquidated damages. It is, 
as may well be imagined, sometimes very difficult to 
ascertain the distinction between penalties and liquidated 





damages. The clearest authorities upon this subject are 
perhaps the cases of Kemble v. Farren, 6 Bing. 141, and 
Betts v. Burch, 7 W. BR. 546, where the rules of law upon 
this point are well explained. Notwithstanding, how- 
ever, many decisions, the law still remains in an unsatis- 
factory state, and it is only by close examination of many 
cases that a safe opinion can be arrived at upon any par- 
ticular state of facts. We notice here, therefore, the 
case of Hinton v. Sparkes, where the plaintiff was allowed 
to recover £50 as liquidated damages for the non-comple- 
tion of a contract. This decision was based upon the par- 
ticular words of the contract between the plaintiff and 
defendant, but it illustrates the growing tendency of 
courts of law to allow parties to contract as they like, 
and not to interfere to shield a person from the con- 
sequences of his own imprudence. Martin, B., in Betts 
v. Burch, well points out how much better it would have 
been to allow parties to bind themselves as they them- 
selves thought fit, but at the same time he says that he is 
compelled by the authorities to follow a different course. 
We may hope, however, that the time may come when 
persons will be allowed to bind themselves to pay a 
penalty as well as to do any other act not forbidden by 
the law. 


CoMPANIES AcT, 1862—AcTION FOR CALLS—SET OFF. 


The Brighton Arcade Company (Limited) v. Donling, 16 
W. R. C. P. 361. 

This case has decided that in an action for calls by a 
limited company being voluntarily wound up, the share- 
holder may set off any liquidated demand which he may 
have against the company. The company, therefore, in 
such a case, can only recover the balance due, and not 
the whole amount of the calls. There is nothing sur- 
prising in this decision, except that it appears for a 
moment to conflict with a case decided not long ago in 
equity. In Grissell’s case (15 W.R. 1015, L. R. 1 Ch. 
App. 528) it was decided upon appeal from a decision of 
Kindersley, V.C., that a shareholder of a limited company 
which was being wound up under the supervision of the 
Court had no right of set-off against a claim by the com- 
pany for calls. This decision was rested entirely upon 
the construction of the Companies Act, 1862. Section 
151 provides that, with some exceptions, “any order 
made by the Court for a winding up, subject to the super- 
visicn of the Court, shall for all purposes, including the 
staying of actions, suits, and other proceedings, be 
deemed to be an order of the Court for winding up the 
company by the Court.” Section 87 enacts that “ when 
an order has been made for winding up a company by the 
Court, no suit, action, or other proceedings shall be pro- 
ceeded with or commenced against the, company, except 
with the leave of the Court.” This section and section 
133, which enacts that the property of a company being 
wound up shall be applied pari passu in satisfaction of 
its liabilities seem to show pretty clearly when taken in 
conjunction with the other provisions of the statutle an 
intention on the part of the Legislature, that a set off 
should not be allowed where a limited company is Leing 
wound up by the Court, and therefore, that a set 
off should not be allowed where, such a company is 
being wound up under the supervision of the court. 
Where, however, a company is being wound up volun- 
tarily, there is no stay of proceedings, A creditor, 
whether a shareholder or not, can at any time commence 
proceedings to enforce his claim. There is the same reason 
for allowing a set off in a case such as this, as there is in 
the ordinary case of cross claims for liquidated demands 
between two individuals. In accordance, therefore, with 
this reasoning, the Court held in the Brighton Arcade 
Company v. Dowling, that in a voluntary winding up of 
a limited company a shareholder is entitled, in an action 
for calls, to set off a claim against the company. In 
conclusion we may notice that what we have here said 
applies only to limited companies. In unlimited com- 
panies, the right of set off is specially allowed to share- 
holders by the 101st section of the Companies Act, 1862. 
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Bankruptcy Act, 1861, s. 192—CERTIFICATE OF 
DEED—DISCHARGE FROM CUSTODY. 


Williams vy. Rose, 16 W. R. Ex. 816; Dignam v. Bailey, 
j 16 W. R. Q. B. 359. 

Section 198 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, provides 
that a certificate of the filing and registration of a deed 
under section 192, under the hand of the chief registrar 
and the seal of the court shall be available tu the debtor 
for all purposes as a protection in bankruptcy. Lloyd 
v. Harrison, 14 W. R. 737, has decided that a sheriff is 
justified in discharging from custody a debtor who pro- 
duces a certificate of a deed under section 192, although 
it may turn out that the deed is invalid as against the 
creditor at whose suit the debtor was arrested. In the 
two cases of Rose v. Williams and Dignam v. Bailey, an 
attempt was made to extend the effect of a certificate 
under the 198th section, and to make it operate as a pro- 
tection from arrest ever for debts which had accrued after 
the deed was executed and registered. The Court of 
Queen’s Bench and of Exchequer have held in these two 
cases respectively, that a certificate has no such operation, 
but only protects debtors from arrest for debts for which 
the creditor might prove under the deed. Kelly, C. B., 
says, in Williams v. Pose, that if the certificate had the 
same effect upon debts contracted after as upon those 
contracted before the registration of the deed, “ the con- 
sequence would be that if a debtor executed adeed which 
entitled him to protection, he could goon contracting 
debts for an indefinite number of years, from the liability 
for which, after contracting debts, he would be protected 
by the certificate. It is quite impossible that there should 
be such a state of things.” It would have been difficult 
to arrive at any other conclusion. The only wonder is 
that in two different cases it should have been thought 
worth while to contest so obvious a point. 








REVIEW. 


The Principles of Equity, intended for the Use of Students and 
the Profession. By Evmunp Henry Turner SNe tt, of 
the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. London: Stevens 
& Haynes. 1868. 

The principles of our system of equity are not very easily 
Iearnt. ‘They are by turns so liberal and so narrow, appa- 
rently based upon rules of good conscience and yet ham- 
pered by so many technical absurdities, that it requires a 
peculiar mind to deal with them effectually. The best way, 
therefore, to present them to the student is in a logical 
sequence, giving an historical account of the rise and pro- 
gress of equity jusisprudence, explaining the maxims which 
the Court of Chancery has gradually come to recognise, and 
then stating the different equity jurisdictions, The advan- 
tages of this arrangement are obvious. The student does 
not from the first conceive an exaggerated notion of the 
liberality of the courts of equity. He looks upon his sub- 
ject as an artificial system, the growth of several centuries, 
and his mind is prepared to understand and appreciate it. 

Mr. Snell’s book on the “ Principles of Equity” follows 
the order we have indicated. He first of all enters into a 
concise history of the first introduction of what is known as 
equity; he then discusses the maxims of it, and finally 
enters into the different branches of equity jurisprudence. 
From first to last the book bears testimony to the immense 
pains the author must have taken to make it as useful as 
possible; and, as far as students are concerned, we may 
safely state that his endeavours will not be invain. But we 
question whether his hope “ that the work may prove useful 
not only to the student but the practitioner” will be ever 
realised. The two objects seem to us to be incompatible, 
f.r what the practitioner requires will be found rather too 
advanced for a person endeavouring to grasp the first 
principles of equity. Besides, the practitioner has a great 
many very learned and elaborate treatises on each of the 
different branches of equity to help him, and we think it is 
a mistake to sacrifice the student to him. We must hasten 
to remark, however, that Mr. Snell has not been guilty of 
any such mistake. His book, notwithstanding his hope, is 
one chiefly intended for students, and all the latest cases 





cannot say that Mr. Snell has always been very happy in 
the choice of his language. Too zealous a desire to make 
the book as clear as possible has led him to a few inyolyeq 
sentences rather difficult to understand at first sight. A fey 
printer’s mistakes have also been allowed to creep in. But 
there are no serious defects. It will not be out of place 
to mention that the book is dedicated to Mr. Standish 
Grove Grady, Recorder of Gravesend, “as an acknowledg. 
ment of the great advantages derived from his valuable 
instruction by his grateful and obliged pupil, the author,” 
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Court oF APPEAL IN CHANCERY. 
(Before the Lorp CuanceLtor and Lorp JustIcE SELWYN.) 
Attwood vy. Maude. 

Solicitors partnership—Dissolution—Return of premium, 

The plaintiff, Mr. F. H. Attwood, and the defendant, Mr, 
H. A. Maude, are solicitors, who had previously carried on busi- 
ness separately, but on the 7th of January, 1864, entered into 
articles of partnership for seven years, by which it was agreed 
that the plaintiff should pay £200 as capital towards the 
working expenses of the partnership, and also £800 as pur- 
chase money for a third part of the profits (computed at the 
time as £600 a-year), of the business then being carried on 
by the defendant, but that £200 of the #800 should be repaid 
to Attwood’s representatives if he should die in the first year 
of the partnership, and £100 if in the second year; nothing, 
however, if his death should occur in any subsequent period 
of the seven years. The plaintiff was considerably the 
junior of the defendant in the profession. ‘The premium was 
paid, and the business carried on by Maude and Attwood 
in partnership, but disputes arose between them which 
resulted, after mutual recriminations, in Maude, who com- 
plained of Attwood’s negligence and incompetence, writing 
a letter to him on the 13th of February, 1866, in which 
he asserted that the partnership must be dissolved, and 
that he had instructed counsel with a view to filing a 
bill against Attwood. The latter, however, anticipated his 
partner, and himself filed a bill on the 16th of February, 
praying a dissolution of the partnership, which, it was agreed 
on both sides, it was impossible for them to contiuue to carry 
on, and a return of the premium of £800, or a proper propor- 
tion of it, as well as of the sum of £200 contributed by the 
plaintiff towards the working expenses of the business. There 
was a conflict of evidence as to the charges brought by the 
partners against each other of negligence and incompetence 
generally, Vice-Chancellor Stuart had made a decree for a 
dissolution of the partnership, but, being of opinion that it 
was the plaintifl’s conduct which had made a dissolution neces- 
sary, he refused to make an order for repayment of any part of 
the premium, The plaintiff appealed against the latter part 
of this decree. 

Kay, Q.C., and Whitehorne, for the appellant, contended 
that the defendant knew, when he arranged for the partner- 
ship with the plaintiff, that he could not receive such effi- 
cient co-operation from him as he would have got from an 
experienced clerk, but the clerk must have been paid, while 
the plaintiff himself made a payment. Then the defendant 
finding that the partnership gave him more trouble than he 
had counted on, wished to be off his bargain and keep the 
premium. That could not be. The evidence established no 
incompetence beyond that arising from inexperience, that the 
defendant had contemplated, and received a consideration for 
it. Ifthe arrangement was now terminated, he must there- 
fore return a proportion of the consideration. 

They cited Pease v. Hewitt, 31 Beav. 22; Therman v. Abell, 
2 Vern. 64, and 29 Beav. 58n.; Hirst v. Tolson, 2M. & G. 
137; Bury v. Allen, 1 Coll. 589. 





have Leen produced to elucidate difficult points of law. We 


Bacon, Q.C., and Ford North, for the respondent. 
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The Court reserved judgment, which was delivered on 
March 11 by the Lord Chancellor, who said this was one of 
aclass of cases on which the Court of Chancery had often 
had to decide. He referred to Akhurst v. Jackson, 1 Swanst. 
$5; Freeland v. Stansfeld, 2 Sm. & Giff. 479 ; Bury v. Allen 
(ubi sup.), &c. The principle was that this court would 
not suffer a partner who had himself committed a breach of 
the partnership agreement to take advantage of his own 
breach and retain a premium paid to him, although, on the 
other hand, a return of the premium would not be decreed 
where the partner who had paid it was himself a guilty party. 
Now, in the present case it was clear that there was a state 
of things which made it expedient that the partnership be- 
tween these two gentlemen should continue, and, this being 
so, 2 dissolution ought certainly to be decreed, without re- 
ference to the question which of them was primarily in fault ; 
and the only point to be considered was whether or not 
the plaintiff was entitled to have part of the premium re- 
turned. The grounds on which the Vice-Chancellor rested 
his decree were the plainsiff’s negligence and incompetence. 
The negligence, which was charged mainly on the ground of 
alleged non-attendance during proper business hours, had 
not been satisfactorily proved, and, even if it had been, was 
clearly not the cause which had led to the present need of 
a dissolution of the partnership. The defendant’s case must 
then really rest on the charge against the plaintiff of incom- 
petence; and, as to this, there was evidence that the 
defendant was aware that he was entering into part- 
nership with a ‘person without much experience in 
business, and it might be supposed that, in fact, he had 
demanded a higher premium on this very account. 
Considering his ample means of knowledge, it must be in- 
ferred that he considered that he was taking into partner- 
ship a person who might be rather a burden than a help to 
him; and, in this view of the case, it would not be just 
that when a state of circumstances had arisen which ren- 
dered it impracticable for the partnership to be continued 
during the whole of the term agreed on, the defendant 
should retain the whole of the premium which had been 
paid to him in consideration of his enduring the incon- 
venience of the plaintiff's association with him as his part- 
ner for the entire seven years. The Vice-Chancellor’s 
decree must consequently be varied by a declaration that 
the plaintiff Maude was entitled toa return of so much 
of the premium as should be found to bear to the whole 
the same proportion as the unexpired portion of the seven 
years’ term bore to the whole term. There woald be 
no costs of the appeal, and the deposit would be returned. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
LAMBETH, 
(Before J. Pirr Tartor, Esq., Judge.) 

March 10.—Jones v. Callisher and Another. 
The law as to payment for negotiating partnerships, 
The plaintiff, a financial agent, had received instructions to 
obtain a partner with £20,000 to join the defendants in their 
trade as jewellers, Plaintiff advertised for several weeks, and 
at length introduced a person to defendants, but nothing came 
oftheir interview, in consequence, as alleged by the plaintiff, 
of the unsatisfactory state of defendants’ books. The defend- 
ants tendered evidence to rebut the allegation, but the judge 
considered it unnecessary, The claim was for “ money paid 
to defendants’ use,” in advertising. There was a conflict of 
testimony as to whether a verbal agréement had been made 
for defendants to pay, in addition to 24 per cent. on all cash 
introduced, any money plaintiff might pay out of pocket in 
the matter. Plaintiff relied mainly on a letter he had written 
to defendants’ accepting the terms of 2} per cent., but to 

which he added the proviso “except money out of pocket” 
Mr. Pirr Tarxor pointed out that the word which the 
plaintiff read “except” in his copy was “expect” in the 
original. To expect meant to hope, and it did not appear 
that the defendants iad done anything to encourage plaintiff’s 
hopes, for they had not even answered his letter. There had 
been several decisions lately in superior courts on the subject 
of remunerating financial agents, in which judges had held 
that if an agent was employed for a certain purpose, and the 
employment was then capriciously withdrawn before the pur- 
pose was completed, the agent had a claim for work done, or 
for money paid, as the case might be, In this case there had 
been no withdrawal; for although the transactions in question 
took place more than a year ago, there was nothing to show 


that defendants were not even now open to a partnerships 
The judgment must be for the defendants with costs. 

Pearce v. Strong. 
The practice of the Court where a notice of intention to 
defend under section 2 of © County Courts Act, 1867,” is delivered 
too late. 

The plaintiff had made an affidavit that he had sold goods 
to the defendant to be dealt with in the way of his trade of 2 
builder. Defendant gave notice of intention to defend a day 
too late, and finding that judgment might be entered up, he 
applied to the Court to have another day fixed for hearing, in 
order that he might give another notice. 

Mr. Prrr Tartor said he could only grant the indulgence 
asked on payment of debt and costs into Court. 

The defendant complied with these terms, and the cause 
was tried to-day, when it appeared that the plainti{’s affidavit 
was untrue, that the defendant was a watchmaker and not a 
builder, that he had employed a builder to build some houses, 
and that credit had been given to the builder, from whom 
nothing could be obtained, and the plaintiff now sought to 
make the defendant liable. 

Mr. Pirr Taytor gave judgment for the defendant with 
costs, and made Some strong remarks as to the gross misuse 
the plaintiff had endeavoured to make of the new Act of Par- 
liament. If another such case came before him, he should 
consider it his duty to order a prosecution for perjury. 

EXETER. 
(Before SersEANT PetTeRSDoREF, Judge.) 

Feb. 5th.—Prescott v. Baxendale,—Liability of Carrier— 
Request to deliver goods by a certain time and by a particular 
conveyance. 

In this action damages were claimed for the non-delivery 
by defendants of certain goods which had been entrusted to 
them for carriage. 

The facts were as follows:—On the 27th June last, the 
. had some goods lying at the Exeter station of the 

ristol and Exeter Railway Company, which he wished to have 
removed to Yeovil. Goodscan be forwarded from Exeterto Yeovil, 
either by the Bristol and Exeter Company’s line, or by the London 
& South Western Company’s line—the latter being the shorter 
route, though the same rates for carriage are charged by both 
companies. On the afternoon of 29th June, plaintiff went 
to Messrs. Baxendale’s office in Exeter. He told the clerk 
there that he wished to have the goods sent to Yeovil, and 
that, as they were to be sold by auction at two o'clock, on 

the following day, they must be at Yeovil by nine o’cloek 
the next snorning. He also said that, rather than that the 
goods should not arrive intime they must be sent on by pas- 
senger train. According to the plaintiff’s statement he also 
directed the goods to be sent by South Western Railway, and 
defendant’s clerk agreed to this, and promised that they should 
be at Yeovil by the timerequired. He admitted that nothing 
was said as to payment. Twoclerks in the employment of the 
defendants swore, however, that plaintiff, on inquiring by 
which line the goods would be sent, was told that they would 
be forwarded by the Bristol and Exeter Railway; that ‘‘ the 
arrival of goods could not be guaranteed;” but that these 
goods should be forwarded by “first goods train.” They 
Positively denied that any guarantee was given to send by the 
South Western Railway. 

In point of fact, the goods were forwarded from Exeter 
by “the first goods train,” which was a Bristol and Exeter 
train, which left Exeter about nine o’clock on the same 
evening. Plaintiff went to Yeovil in order to effect a sale. 
Finding on the next day that his goods had not arrived 
he telegraphed to the South Western Company's station at 
Exeter about them, and found that that Company had not 
received the goods at all. They afterwards arrived by the 
Bristol and Exeter line, much too late for the sale at which 
it had been intended to offer them. Plaintiff afterwards 
sent the goods to Plymouth and disposed of them there. He 
now sought to recover damages in respect of his useless 
journey to Yeovil, and the expense to which he had been 
putin sending the goods to Plymouth, and in selling them 
there. Defendants were unable to account for the delay 
which had occurred in the delivery of the goods, 

Mr. Fryer for the plaintiff. 

Mr. Floud for the defendant, contended that no guarantee 
had been given either to send by South Western Railway, or 
to deliver in time for the sale. 








Mr. Fryer, in answer to the judge, said that the essence of 
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the action was the breach of contract in not sending by South 
‘Western Railway. 
Judgment reserved, 
March 4th.—SerJeEANT PETERSDORFF now gave judgment, 
He said it was clear that plaintiff had told the clerk in Messrs. 
-Baxendale’s office that an auction was intended to be held 
the next day, and that therefore the goods must be forward- 
ed at once, The fact was that plaintiff had inquired at the 
South Western Company’s station, and had ascertained that it 
was pcssible to forward the goods in time. Now the clerk of 
Me:srs. Baxendale had admitted that the sale had been alluded 
to, but he said that they had not engaged to forward by South 
Western Railway. His Honour inferred from that that 
Messrs. Baxendale reserved the right of determining how 
they were to carry the goods. If there were a jury in the 
ease, the questions le should leave for them to determine 
would be these: First: Was there any positive contract to 
forward by the London and South Western line ? Secondly : 
Did Messrs. Baxendale, through their clerk, undertake to be 
responsible for the non-arrival of the goods, and to be res- 
ponsible for every contingent, every remote loss, which might 
thereby arrive? Now on the first point no one could, on the 
evidence, come to the conclusion that there was any contract 
by Messrs. Baxendale to send by the South Western Railway. 
Then as to the second point, it was strange that an opinion 
should ever have existed that if a carrier were simply asked 
to carry in a certain way, he would undertake to be responsi- 
ble for any loss which might arise from his carrying in any 
other way. At any rate he was not satisfied that any such 
special responsibility had been undertaken here. Had he 
been ca'led upon to d>cide for the plaintiff, several important 
questions would have arisen. The law had been much dis- 
cussed as to how far a carrier is liable for a non delivery of 
goods. It was clear, however, that he is liable for an 
omission to deliver within a reasonable time. Still he was 
not liable to cover every loss which might arise in consequence 
of his non-delivery ; that was only a liability to make good 
losses clearly arising from the breach of duty. In any case, 
in order to enforce such a claim as that made by the plaintiff 
the evidence of a special contract must be clear ; and it was 
not so in the present case. Moreover, if a carrier were to 
incur such a liability as the plaintiff would impose upon him 
it was only reasonable that he should have some extra re- 
muneration. He must, therefore, non-suit the plaintiff. The 
case might, however, be treated, with regard to the costs, as 
peculiar. It was clear that plaintiff fully intended to secure 
certain advantages, and the clerks were not as clear on the 
subject as they might have been. He therefore, directed a 
non-suit, each party to pay their own costs. 


Norr.—See Hadley v. Baxendale, 2 W.R. 302, 9 Exch 
341 ; Waters v. Towers, 8 Exch. 401; Black vy. Baxendale, 
1 Exch. 410. The circumstances of these cases were very 
similar to those in the above case, except that no details 
showing the exigency of the case had been communicated to 
the defendants. In Black y. Baxendale, Pollock, C.B., said 
that “If the carriers had had distinct notice that the goods 
would be required to be delivered at aparticular time, perhaps 
they would have becn liable forthose expensesfor which, withont 
such notice, they would not be liable ; but whetherany particu- 
lar class of expenses is reasonable or not, depends upon the 
usage of trade and various other circumstances, 

March 3,—Hawkins vy. Warren. 

Where the owner of goots has been tortiously deprived of them 
he may sue the wrong-doer for their price in an action for goods 
sold and delivered. And his right of action is not prejudiced 
by his having previously instituted an unsuccessful criminal 
prosecution against the defendant. 

In this action the particulars of claim were as follows :— 
Plaintiff claims of defendant the sum of £8 11s, 11d., the 
price of eighteen score and two pounds weight of pork, 
a 9s. 6d, per score, supplied on the 6th day of December 

ast. 

Mr. Friend opened the case for the plaintiff. It appeared 
that plaintiffs son had been sent to Exeter market with 
some pigs. Some negotiations took place between him 
and the defendant as to a sale of three of the pigs, but they 
were not able to effect any bargain. The plaintiff's son 
left the three pigs in question outside the market ina cart, 
and, in his absence, and without his knowledge, defendant 
carried them home and killed them. They were found at 
his house, and on his refusing to give them up, defendant 
was summoned on a charge of having taken the pigs felo- 
B.ously, 








He appeared before the magistrates, and wascom- - 





mitted for trial. The grand jury, however, threw out the 
bill against him. Plaintiff then brought the present actioy 
for the purpose of recovering the value of the pigs, 

Mr. Toby, for the defendant, admitted the tacts of the 
case as stated above, and did not dispute the value of the 
carcasses. He submitted, however, that the civil right of 
action was merged in: the felony. As there had been g 
previous prosecution for felony, the plaintiff could not re. 
cover in the present suit. It would be extremely hard if, 
after having been put to much expense in finding bail, 
and in otherwise defending himself from a criminal charge, 
his client were to be harassed by the present proceedings, 
He desired also to draw his Honour's particular attention 
to the form of the plaint. 

SerGEANT PerersporFF inquired whether Toby meant 
to contend that the taking of the goods was a felonious 
taking? 

Mr. Toby.—No. 

SERJEANT PETERSDOREF said the law on the point was 
clear. Where one man tortiously obtains possession of 
the .goods of another, the owner unquestionably has a 
right to waive the tort, and to sue on an implied contract 
for goods sold and delivered. Now there could be no 
doubt that the taking in the case before him was tortious, 
and he could see nothing in the case which interfered 
with the plaintiff's usual right of acting in the way he 
had mentioned. He conld waive the tort, and sue simply 
for the price of the goods. 

Judgment for the plaintiff. 





Norwicu. 
(Before T. J. Bincu, Esq., Judge.) 
March 7.— Houghton v. Harrison.—Case sent for Trial 


vom Superior Court.—Observations on the priority of cases at 
a } 


the County Courts. 

This was an action commenced in the Court of Exchequer, 
and ordered by Mr. Baron Bramwell to be tried in the County 
Court. The case had been set down for hearing on the 27th 
Febuary (the first day of the Court), but his Honour, at the 
request of the parties, adjourned the case, and held a special 
Court this day to try it. 

Carlos Cooper (instructed by Mr. Sadd), for plaintiff; 
Simms Reeve, (instructed by Mr. Kennett) for defendant. 

Plaintiff is a dyer, at Norwich, and defendant takes in work 
to be dyed at his shops at Yarmouth, Lowestoft, and Beccles. 
The case involved a very complicated question of accounts. 
The accounts had been running between the partics from 
1863 to November, 1867, and the disputes between them in- 
volved inquiries into an immense number of small sums 
charged for dying articles, some as long ago as 1863. The 
defendant's case was that many of the articles were charged 
twice in different invoices, others were overcharged, the cash 
account was incorrect and there were differences in invoices, 
&c., &c., altogether making a most ‘‘ravelled skein,” and 
causing constant reference to plaintiff's and defendant’s ac- 
count books, invoices, bills, letters, &c., &c. It transpired 
during the hearing that two lawyer’s clerks had taken the 
matter in hand to settle in April last, but the accounts were 
so confused that they could not manage it. There seemed 
every possibility that the case would take nearly a week to 
try. 

Mtr, Bircn said he thought Mr. Baron Bramwell had 
acted wisely for himself in sending the case down to him to 
try. No doubt the parties had a perfect right to go into par- 
ticulars respecting any disputed item, however small it might 
be The task was almost un endless one, but it was only by 
such people as plaintiff and defendant that lawyers were able 
to live. He would sit as long as he could that day, but the 
case must then stand over till April, as there was every prose 
pect of the case lasting another day or two, at least, and he 
had fixed another Court for Monday. He thought it was a 
case that a skilled accountant only could do justice to.—His 
Honour having sat patiently the greater part of the day, ad- 
journed in the afternoon for a quarter of an hour and, on his 
return, it was announced, the parties had settled the dis- 
pute between themselves during the adjournment, and he 
would not be troubled further with it. 

Mr. Bircu then said he should make it a rule to take 
cases sent to him for trial from the superior Courts when the 
other regular business of the County Court was over, These 
cases were increasing, and would, no doubt, still increase un- 
der the Act of last gession. His inclination was to take this 
case first on the first Court day, for the convenience of coun- 
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sel, but if he had done so, about 800 persons—plaintiffs, de- 
Yendants, and witnesses in other cases—would have been kept 
waiting one whole day, at least. This was clearly rot the in- 
tention of Parliament, which was to supply cheap law for the 
,and if he gave priority to cases in which counsel or 
attorney appeared, he would be giving preference to those per- 
‘ons who were able to pay a fee for it. He had made ita 
yule to give preference only to those cases in which medical 
men and public officers were concerned, and for this purpose 
he considered railway officials were public officers, as the pub- 
Jic were affected by their being kept from their duties. Law 
could never be cheap, but the time of the suitors who were 
unable to pay a fee to counsel was to them as valuable as the 
time of persons who could afford to pay for the indulgence; 
and it was no doubt the fact that cuses commenced in the 
first part of the day where counsel were concerned lasted 
Jonger than cases heard later in the day. The whole busi- 
ness of the Courts was increasing daily ; formerly the suitors 
came by twos and threes, and now they came by scores, and 
it would not be fair to the suitors to keep them waiting dur- 
ing the trial of long cases like this, which the Goverament 
had thought proper to add to the original business of the 
County Courts. He was anxious to do what he could for the 
convenience of counsei, and he would be glad to consider any 
suggestions which might be made to him upon it. No doubt 
the County Court Bar would be increased with the new busi- 
ness,and he had noticed that one gentleman had already travelled 
part of the circuit with him. At present it must be under- 
stood that cases in which counsel were concerned tvould not 
‘be taken on the first Court day, and cases sent for trial from 
the Courts above would not be taken until the other business 
of the Court was over. He hoped this arrangement would be 
found convenient. 

Cooper said it was certainly necessary that some arrange- 
ment should be made. He had been in Court sometimes a 
whole day, waiting for a case to come on, and then it had not 
deen reached till the next day. But if a day could be ap- 
pointed for taking cases in which counsel were concerned, he 
thought the difficulty would be met. The matter was under 
discussion in London, and perhaps his Honour would be in- 
fluenced by what was done there. He would, however, take 
an opportunity of consulting the bar, and if they had any 
suggestion to make, he would submit it to his Honour. 

Reeve concurred that some understood arrangement 
was necessary for the convenience of all parties. He was 
already concerned in five cases sent for trial from the supe- 
rior Courts under the recent Act of Parliament, and he had 
no doubt these cases would increase in number considerably. 





IpsWIcH. 
(Before J. WortLepGE, Esq., Judge.) 
Feb. 19.—Best and Hobson v. Garrard. 

Bankruptey Act, 1861, s. 198—Held that the certificate of 
Registration of a composition deed is prima facie, but not con- 
elusive, evidence for the Court of the validity of the deed. 

This was a judgment summons, The debt due on the 
judgment was £40 5s. 5d. The defendant paid into Court 
£4 Os. 64d., and gave notice that since judgment was obtained 
‘on June 18th, 1867, a deed of composition of 2s, in the 
tages under the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, had been executed 

y him, but it seemed that this payment into Court and 
nOtice were made two days after the judgment summons was 
‘issued, though before it had been served. 

Mr. WorLLEDGE observed that the defendant had executed 
several deeds under the Bankruptcy Act, which had been 
pleaded by him in defence to actions. Two or three of these 
deeds he (his Honour) had held to be bad. 

Mr. Jennings for the defendant, said he should putin a 
wertificate of the registry of the deed, and under the 198th 
section of the Bankruptcy Act, the Court was bound by that 
certificate. 

Mr. Wortiepee said he found judgment was given for the 
plaintiff in this action on May 15th, 1867, A deed was then 
set up, but was bad, and then the defendant executed another 
deed—that now pleaded—and that he believed had been held 
to be good. 

Mr. Pollard, for the plaiatiff, said the validity of the deed 
had never been decided. 

Mr, Jennings said his objection was that whether the deed 
was good or bad till the deed was set aside by the Court of 
Bankruptcy in London this Court had no jurisdiction. 

Mr. Wortepar : I have jurisdiction to inquire whether 
the deed is good or bad. 





Mr, Jeunings: I say your Honour has not. 

Mr. Wortiepee: (As he had intimated throughout the 
argument) that the certificate was primd facie evidence of 
the compliance with the requisitions of the 192nd section, 
but was-not conclusive evidence, and that it was open to the 
plaintiff to show that the requisitions. of the section had not 
been complied with. 

The case was then gone into upon that point. 


SHEFFIELD. 
(Before Tomas Etttson, Esq., Judge.) 
March 5.— County Court Advocacy, 15 § 16 Viet. ¢. 54, 
s. 10. 





Mr, Extison took occasion to remark that he could make 
no exception, in the case of gentlemen residing at a distance, 
in respect of the prohibition contained in the 10th section of 
the County Courts Further Extension Act, 1852. That sec- 
tion provided that the attorney acting generally in the action 
might address the Court, but prohibited an attorney retained 
as an advocate by another attorney from so doing. He could 
not allow that which was expressly prohibited by the Act. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Toe prea oF Not Guirty—Tue Frencn Criminan 
Law. 

Sir,—One of your leaders in your paper of the 11th of 
January, makes certain cogent remarks as to the operation 
of the present law in certain cases where a plea of guilty is 
entered by the prisoner, and offers a valuable suggestion as 
to how it ought to be amended. It occurred to me on 
reading the article in question that I might bring forward 
in support of your views a sketch of the manner in which 
the question is managed by the French criminal procedure, 
in which the end you seek to attain is secured, though by 
other means; the prisoner not being required to plead at 
all. But to make my explanations upon that point intel- 
ligible, I must preface them by a short account of the pre- 
liminary proceedings of an ordinary French criminal pro- 
secution, 

The two principal agents in a criminal prosecu‘ion are 
the procureur impérial and the juge d’instruction. The 
procureur impérial is a law officer of the Crown. He re- 
presents the public interest, and acts in person or by depu- 
ties called substituts. Heis the prosecutor, aud is supposed 
to be the promoter of every proceeding in the course of the 
prosecution. The juge d’instruction is a judge of the tri- 
bunal of first instance, named to that function by the 
Government. In the prosecution, he is the representative 
of judicial authority, and decides upor. and orders every 
measure which has to be taken in the prosecution. When- 
ever (except where the accused has been taken fagrante 
delicto, in which case a more abridged and summary proce- 
dure is adopted which it isnot my purpose to describe) a 
felony or misdemeanor has been committed, the duty of the 
procureur impérial has to notify the fact to the juge d’instruc- 
tion, ‘That information may be conveyed to the procureur 
impérial either by the aggrieved party, by any private in- 
dividual who may think proper to do so, or by such public 
officers who may have obtained knowledge of the facts. 
Should the procureur impérial think the circumstances offer 
a fit case for a prosecution, he forwards such particulars 
as he may have to the juge d’instruction, with his requisi- 
tion that an inquisition (instruction) shall be commenced, 
The inquisition is entered upon, and, as soon as the inves- 
tigation directs suspicion against any individual as hein, 
guilty of the offence, the juge d’instruction is empowe 
to secure his appearance, either by a simple summons 
(mandat de comparation—i.e., mandate of appearance) or by 
a warrant or order to have him arrested and brought before 
him (mandat d’amener). Thejuge d’instruction, if he thinks 
fit, may issue the warrant immediately, and dispense with 
the summons. But the warrant always is issued where the 
summons toappear is disobeyed. Assoonasthe presence of the 
suspected person has been secured, the juge d'instruction 
interrogates him. AndI must express my strong feeling 
of disapprobation with reference to the mode in which that 
interrogatory takes place, which I should not wish to be 
understood to hold up as a model anda subject for admira- 
tion, The interrogatory generally takes place either in a 
private room in the prison or in the chambers of the judge at 
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the court-house. No professional assistance is allowed to 
the person interrogated. The examination is private, and, 
unless the juge d’instruction require the attendance of 
witnesses, experts, or guards, without the presence of any 
single person, except the judge himself and his clerk 
(grefier). The juges d’instruction are selected by the 
Government from among the puisne judges or the substi- 
tute judges (juges suppléants) of the tribunal. They have no 
doubt the most conscientious intentions, but taking all that for 
granted, and supposing them to be always free from any 
bias unfavourable to the accused, what dangers for inno- 
cence itself in such a secret inquisition. The prisoner is not 
required to enter any plea, but he is expected to answer 
the questions of the judge. Should he not do so, he is 
generally committed to prison, if the act of which he is 
aceused be punishable by imprisonment, and he is kept 
there till the case has been disposed of. Besides which, 
his right to refuse to answer not being recognised as it is 
in England, and the received idea being, that if he had 
anything satisfactory tosay for himself, he would speak, in- 
ferences unfavourable to him are drawn from his silence. 
Should he answer, which in the end the prisoner al- 
most invariably does, and his answers be not believed by 
the judge, the judge examines and cross-examines 
him at will, and without anybody to check him, or 
re-examine the prisoner, should the interrogatories of the 
judge be misdirected. Whatever be the answers of the 
prisoner, they are taken down by the clerk, together with 
the questions of the judge, under the dictation of the latter. 
Now when we rec pllect the extreme difficulty of reporting 
the statements of witnesses who may be illiterate, stupid,or 
confused, without noting them down verbatim by short- 
hand, and even then the impossibility of giving the tone 
and colour thereof, and when we consider the improbability 
of the judge’s mind not getting impregnated with a bias 
either for or against the innocence of the prisoner during 
the examination, one cannot help having strong misgivings 
about the notes of the clerk being a fair mirror of the pro- 
ceedings, notwithstanding the intentions both of judge 
and clerk, The depositions of the witnesses are taken 
in the same way. And when at the trial ‘the state- 
ment of the witnesses and prisoner are found discre- 
pant from those in the notes, these are frequently read 
by the presiding judge, and may tell fearfully against the 
prisoner, who is not likely to be much attended to by the 
president when he says the evidence given before the judge 
has not been correctly reported, 

When the juge d’instruction has investigated the case, he 
communicates the evidence he has collected to the procureur 
impérial, who draws his conclusions therefrom and makes 
a requisition (réquisitoire) according to what the case 
may be: either that there are not sufficient grounds for 
the prosecution of the accused, or that he shall be summoned 
to take his trial before the tribunal of correctional police, 
if the offence amount only to a délit (misdemeanour). 
Should the accusation bear the character of a crime 
(felony), the procureur impérial requires the jage 
d’instruction to declare that such is the case, and to order 
that the papers of the suit shall be transmitted to the pro- 
cureur général, or chief law officer of the Imperial Court. 
The papers received by the latter, with his report, are laid 
before one of the sections of Imperial Vourt, which is known 
by the name of Chambre de Mise en Accusation (Chamber of 
Arraigns), and which, not from its composition, since it is 
formed of judges, but from some of its features, may be as- 
similated to the grand jury. Should they find a true bill 
upon the felony, against the accused, they declare it, and de- 
cree that the accused shall be arraigned before the court of 
Assizes for that felony. Should nothing graver than a délit 
appear in the matter, they direct him to be tried by the 
Tribunal of Correctional Police for the délit specified. In 
the latter case the procureur impérial summonses the ac- 
cused before that tribunal. In the former, the Chambre de 
Mise en Accusation commits him for trial before the court of 
assizes of the district, the only criminal jurisdiction of which 
the jury forms an element. In both cases the prosecution has 
to be grounded on the counts found by the Chambre de Mise 
en Accusatiou, in the same manner as when the juge d’in- 
struction has found nothing but a délit in the matter, and 
his decision has not been quashed, the counts found in his 
ordonnance de renvoi devant<la police correctionnelle, are the 
grounds of the trial before the correctional police. In neither 
court is the accused required to put in a plea, but he is inter- 
rogated by the president, as to the facts of the case in the 





Owe... 
same manner as by the juge d'instruction. Whether he an- 
swer or not, or whatever his answers may be, the trial goes on, 
according to the same rules. In the’correctional police the 
judges have to decide upon the counts brought forward jp, 
the summons, In the court of assizes the decision upon the 
facts of the case belongs, as in England, to the jury.. Butin. 
both courts, independently of any defence or plea of 
the prisoner, the question to be decided is, whether 
the prisoner is in reality guilty or not guilty of 
the offence charged against him. The question is not formally 
put to the correctional police, but if theirjudgment be against 
the accused he must be declared to be guilty (coupable). In 
the court of assizes the question is formally laid before the 
jury in this form ; l'accuse est il coupablede . . . % Isthe 
accused guilty ofsoandso? The judgment or verdict of guilty 
must begrounded upon the factsof the case, not upon any declara- 
tion or plea of the prisoner, and implies not only that he has 
been found the agent, but the wilful and responsible agent, of 
the act for which he is tried. ‘Therefore, every point which 
may be raised as to the insanity of the prisoner, or any other 
bearing on the question of criminal responsibility, may be 
pressed upon the correctional tribunal or jury, whether the 
prisoner have avowed himself guilty or not. And on the 
hearing of the case, should the evidence show that the offence 
of which the accused is reully guilty is not of so gravea 
degree as that for which he has been brought to trial, as for 
example, if the accused had been charged with murder and 
were found to be only guilty of manslaughter, the president 
is empowered to put the question concerning the minor 
offence tothe jury. Such are the arrangements by which the 
accused is protected in France againstany suicidal disposition 
or erroneous notion, which might incline him to put himself 
into the noose when otherwise he would have been out of its 
reach. 


Yours very truly, 
ALGERNON JONES, 
Advocate in the Imperial Court of Paris, 





Tue Law Reports. 

Sir.—At the time when the Law Reports were first started 
there were some advocates of giving them the privilege of ex- 
clusive Citation. Free competition, however, is the surest 
way of obtainingaccuracy, and what evils the contrary system 
might entail is well illustrated by the case of Toomer v. Reeves 


in the March number of the Law Reports; to which I wish, if 


you will allow me, to direct the attention of your readers, In 
London and South-Western Railway Company vy. Reeves, 14- 
W. R. 967, it appeared that Messrs. ‘Toomer had contracted 
to deliver hay, at their own expense, at the commissariat storesat 
Aldershot, for the use of her Majesty’s forces there, and that 
hay So sent was to be subject to the approval of a board, which. 
was empowered to reject it for defective quality, and buy other 
hay instead. In pursuance of this contract Messrs. Toomer 


sent a quantity of hay by a waggon and horses belonging to- 


the railway company, and on its passing through the Farn- 
borough turnpike gate, on its way to Aldershot, the ordinary 
toll was levied. 
trates, and contended that the case fell within 3 Geo. 4, 


c. 126, s. 82, which exempts from toll waggons and _horses- 


* employed in conveying any ordnance, or barrack, or commis- 
Sariat, or other public stores, of or belonging to his Majesty, 
or for the use of his Majesty’s forces.” The respondent on 
the contrary, argued that the hay could not be “of or belong- 
ing to” the Queen till inspected and approved, and that the 
waggon and horses as they did not belong to the contractors 
could not claim the exemption. ‘The magistrates thought the 
Act did not apply, but the Court of Common Pleas reversed 
their decision, on the obvious ground, that the hay, though 


carried by a common carrier as agent for the contractors, Was- 


“¢ for the use of her Majesty’s forces,” and in the report in the 
Law Reports (1 L. R. C. P. 580) Chief Justice Erle is made 
to add, “ It is clear that the fact that her Majesty can refuse to 
receive the stores, if of an inferior quality, cannot prevent their 
being her property.” 

In Zoomer v. Reeves, 16 W. B. 83, 3 L. R. C. P. 62, the 
facts were the same, with the two exceptions that the con- 
tractors themselves, and not their agents, were carrying 
the hay, and that it was affirmatively shown that the hay 
had not been approved on the part of the Crown. For the 
toll collector it was argued that the former case as re- 
ported in the Law Reports, turned on the property having 
passed to the Queen, which, as it was positively shown 


that the hay had not been approved, could not be the case 





The railway company appealed to the magis-- 
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here, and that therefore the Act did not opply. To this, 

Bovill, C. J., answered (I quote from 37 L. J. M. C. 49), 

«Now the decision in that case was not on that ground, 

but on the ground that the hay was being conveyed for the 

ase of her Majesty's forces’’; and Keating, J., observed that 
the passage cited did not appear in the Law Journal. It is 

clear that whether or not the property had passed was im- 

material, for all the magistrates needed to consider was 

whether, as a matter of fact, the hay was meant for the 
use of the forces, and if the contractor falsely told the toll 
collector that it was,and afterwards appropriated it to 
gome other person, he could be summarily proceeded 
against under the statute. In giving judgment the Chief 

Justice said: ‘I think there must be some mistake in the 

report of the former case in the Law Reports, for the judg- 

ment of the Court could not have proceeded on the ground 
ofthe property in the hay having passed to her Majesty, 
put only on the ground of the hay being for the use of her 

Majesty's forces;” and Mr. Justice Byles added that he 

qwas present when that decision was given, and that his 
impression was that it entirely turned on the latter clause 
of the section. 

The current number of the Zaw Reports tells us in a note 
that these doubts as to the accuracy of its report of Zhe 
London & South-Western Railway Company v. Reeves had been 
gubmitted to Sir W. Erle, who wrote in reply as follows :— 

“The report states exactly what I meant, and, I believe, 

what I said: stores for the use of her Majesty’s forces are 
exempt from toll: these stores were for the use of her Ma- 
jesty’s forces; ergo exempt. As to the argument that pro- 
rty cannot pass where there is aright to reject, /ex non ita. 
dnimnae. the argument, if sound, would be nihil ad 
vem.’ All that his Lordship said therefore was, it is not 
law that property cannot pass where there is a right to 
reject, in other words it may pass where there is such a 
right. But surely this is very different from the doctrine 
attributed to him by the Law Reports, viz., that the right to 
reject cannot prevent the property passing, or, in other 
words, that the property must pass notwithstanding such 
right. On Sir W. Erle’s own showing the report does not 
state what he meant or what he said, The question 
whether, on a bargain and sale, the property has passed or 
not must depend on the agreement of the parties, and the 
rules to be followed are clearly laid down in Blackburn on 
Sales. Singularly enough, by way of covering their po- 
sition that the right to reject cannot prevent the property 
passing, the Law Reports refer to the 126th page of that 
work, when I find ‘‘ both parties must be pledged, the one 
to give and the other to accept the specific goods,” Here 
the load of hay was the specific goods, and it is perfectly 
clear that the Crown was not pledged to accept them, The 
note in the Law Reports also refers to Wait v. Baker, 2 
Exch, at p. 7, where Parke, B., says that if a vendor, in pur- 
suance of an order, selects goods, and delivers them to a 
carrier for the vendee, the property passes to the latter ; 
but his Lordship adds, ‘it is necessary of course that the 
goods should agree with the contract,” and Alderson, B., 
says, ‘* You must show, independently of what took place 
at Bristol, that the property passed; for the defen- 
dant there disputed the quality of the corn, and the parties 
did not agree as to the thing.” 

The third authority relied on by ‘the Law Reports is 
Laughton v. Higgins, 4H. & N, 402, which was an absolute 
sale of a crop of oil of peppermint, grown in a certain year 
on a particular farm, and it was held that there was a suf- 
ficient appropriation by putting the oil into the plaintiff's 
bottles to pass the property to him; and Martin, B., said 
“The rule of law is that where the article corresponds with 
that agreed to be sold, and everything which is to be done 
by the vendor is done by him, the property passes to the 
vendee : Shep. Touch, p. 224, 225.” In neither of these 
‘cases was the question of the right of rejection raised, and 
it was in both assumed that the goods agreed with the con- 
tract. The Law Reports, therefore, are entirely unsup- 
ported by the authorities they cite. But let us see what 
authority there is the other way. Mr. Justice Blackburn 
tells us that the application of the rules for ascertaining 
whether the property passes on a bargain and sale is 
difficult, but that in some cases the agreement itself makes 
the matter plain, and he cites Swain v. Shepherd, 1M. & RB. 
223. There, Metcalfe, who lived at Settle, gave a written 
order to the plaintiff, a manufacturer at Huddersfield, for 

certain quantity of kersey at a specified price, to be for- 


transitu, and an action brought against the carrier. The 
plaintiff's clerk gave evidence that the custom of the plain- 
tiffs business was, if goods were ordered by a customer at 
a distance, to forward them, and the customer, if he disap- 
proves of them on arrival, might send them back. Parke, 
J., held that the plaintiff was the proper person to sue the 
carrier, and added, “But if the jury believe the evidence 
of the plaintiff's clerk, the goods were sent merely for ap- 
proval, and no property could pass to Metcalf until he re- 
ceived and adopted the goods,” The comment of Black- 
burn, J., on this is, if the vendor had literally, with his own 
hands, delivered the goods into the hands of the purchaser 
on those terms, the property must have remained in the 
vendor until the purchaser had approved the goods or failed 
to return them, 

Surcly, with this case before my eyes, I am not to be 
called on by the Law Reports to belieye that the power 
to refuse goods, if of inferior quality, cannot prevent the 
property passing to the purchaser. Iam aware how diffi- 
cult it often is in the noisy common law courts to ascertain 
exactly what a judge does say, but in case of doubt it is 
wiser, if the remark is not absolutely necessary to the de- 
cision, to do as the Law Journal reporter did, and omit it. 
Law reporters, like other people, cannot lay claim to in- 
dividual accuracy, but if, as some ardent reformers wishec, 
any one series of reports had the privilege of exclusive 
citation, we should be estopped from explaining away in- 
accurate obiter dicta by reference to other reports ; and as 
absence of competition would withdraw an inducement to 
accuracy, irreconcileable remarks would increase in propor- 
tion, In the present case we should have been perplexed 
by a startling statement of a very learned judge on an 
important point of law, and the opportunity for explanation 
would probably never have arisen. To confer the privilege 
of exclusive citation would be to claim infallibility for the 
reporter. LEX, 





Inp1an SouiciTrors PRACTISING BEFORE THE Privy Council. 

Sir—As the solicitor to whom your article of the 15th 
February refers, I think it as well to mention to you the fact that 
had satisfied myself, by reference tothe proper authority on the 
subject, that I was entitled to practice in Indian appeals be- 


commenced to do so ; and you may perhaps not be aware of 
the fact, but Ihave authority for stating it, that their Lord- 
ships of the Judicial Committee have decided that duly au- 
thorised solicitors of her Majesty’s High Courts in India (of 
whom I am one) are entitled to practice before the Privy 
Council in appeals from those Courts.” 

Ithink you will find on inquiry that an analogous case 
exists, with reference to Scotch and Canadian lawyers, to 
both of whom your objections, if there were anything in them, 
would apply, as to Indian solicitors. 

It will not be difficult for you to understand that her 
Majesty’s native subjects in India, who are the parties chiefly 
interested in the subject, ought to be considered, and as nearly 
all cases that come home on appeal involve questions of Hindoo 
or Mahommedan law, or of law peculiar to India, it might not 
unfrequently happen that they should prefer to entrust the 
care of their interests to professional gentlemen well versed in 
those laws, and in whom also they may have personal con- 
fidence, to sending their cases home to gentlemen who, how- 
ever able they may be in conducting cases to which purely 
English law applies, could not be expected to be conversant 
with Indian law, and who (with a few exceptions) are per- 
sonally unknown to the clients. Your article was onl 
brought to my notice a day or two ago or I would have ad- 
dressed you on the subject before. Trusting that you will 
give this letter the same publicity that your article had, 
JosCELINE F, WATKINS. 





Sotrcrrors CHARGES FoR EFFECTING MORTGAGES WITH 
InsurANCE CoMPANIES. 

Sin,—Will any of your readers be good enough to state any 

scale of charges which they have agreed upon with any iusur- 

ance office, for investigating securities offered, and preparing 

and completing mortgages. Lex. 





Srampmne TraDER SUMMONS. 
Sir,—In the Solicitors’ Journal, July 18th,vol. 10, page 915, 





warded by defendant's waggon. The goods were lost in 


Commissioner Holroyd decided that Copy Trader Summons 
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should have seal of Court. Page 1,050 same journal, Com- 
missioner Winslow did ditto. I applied for a summons, 
and asked the registrar to stamp copy, he refused to do so, 
as it was unnecessary. Can you tell me who is right, the 
commissioner or registrar, in your next? JANUS. 


[Having regard to section 63 of the Act, we should say 
the Commissioner.— Ep. §S. J.] 





INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 

S1r,—I shall be obliged if you or any of your readers can 
furnish me, in your next week’s number, with a list of the 
questions asked at the last Hilary Term Intermediate Exami- 
nation. An ARTICLED CLERK. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Grorce Markuam Girrarp, Q.C., of the Equity Bar, 
has been appointed a Vice-Chancellor, in succession to Sir 
William Page Wood. The new Vice-Chancellor (who is a 
son of Admiral Giffard) was educated at Winchester School, 
and afterwards became a fellow of New College, Oxford. 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in November, 
1840, and received his silk gown in 1858. 


Mr. Francis Henry Bacon, of the Chancery Bar (son of 
Mr. James Bacon, Q.C.), has been appointed Secretary to 
Vice-Chancellor Giffard. Mr. F. H. Bacon holds the ap- 
pointment of Revising Barrister for Middlesex, in which 
position he succeeded Mr. Edmond Beales, M.A. Mr. Bacon 
was called to the bar of Lincoln’s-inn in June, 1856. 


Mr. E. R. Turner, of the Chancery Bar, has been ap- 
pointed judge of County Court Circuit No. 15, in succession 
to the late Serjeant Dowling. , 


Mr. Grorce Scrater-Boorn, M.P., Barrister-at-Law, 
has been appointed Financial Secretary to the Treasury, 
succeeding the Right Hon. G. W. Hunt, the new Chancel- 
lor of the Exchequer. ‘The new Financial Secrétary was 
called to the Bar of the Inner Temple in June, 1851, and 
has been M.P. for North Hants since 1857. He has held 
the office of Secretary to the Poor Law Board, under the 
Government of Lord Derby. 


Tue Hon. Henry Sumner Marne, having returned to 
India, has been re-appointed to a seat in the Council 
of the Governor-General of India, and has taken his place 
as an ordinary member‘of the said Council. Mr. Maine 
was called to the Bar at Lincoln’s Inn in June, 1850, and 
was appointed Legal Member of the Supreme Council, at 
Calcutta, in November, 1862; on his return to England, last 
year, the office was declared vacant, but was kept open till 
his return. 


Mr. Grorcr Newton Day, of Saint Ives, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner to administer oaths in Chancery. 


Mz. Axscorr Bickrorp Courtenay Conam, of Holsworthy, 
Devon, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for 
taking the acknowledgments of deeds executed by married 
women, in and for the county of Devon, also in and for the 
county of Cornwall. 


Mr. Gzorce Wiium Strong, of Bicester, Oxford, has 
been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
acknowledgments of deeds executed by married women, in 
and for the county of Oxford. 


Mr. Gzorcr Remrnctoy, of Ulverston, Lancaster, has 
been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
acknowledgments of deeds executed by married women, in 
and for the county of Lancaster. 





== 





The profession are interested in knowing that there has been 
prepared by the Clerk of the Parliamentsa “ List of Charges for 
Parliamentary Agents, Attorneys, Solicitors, and others,’’ in 
pursuance of ‘the House of Lords’ Costs Taxation Act, 1849,” 
and also “ Forms of Bills of Costs relating to Appeal Cases in 
the House of Lords;’’ and to state that it would very much 
facilitate the settlement of costs if the persons concerned therein 
would make themselves acquainted with the aforesaid documents, 
and frame their bills inaccordance therewith. This document is 
printed, it comprises thirty-four folio pages, and may be obtained 
at the proper office. 











PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


March 6.—The Registration of Writs (Scotland) Bill wag 
read a second time. 


March 9.—Bankruptey Law Amendment.—A bill by the 
Lord Chancellor to amend the Law of Bankruptcy, and 
another bill to Repeal certain Bankruptcy Enactments, algo 
a third bill, to Amend the Law relating to Judgments, were 
read a first time. 

Regulation of Railways.—A bill by the Duke of Rich. 
mond was read the first time, and the second reading and 
explanation fixed for the 16th. 


March 10.—The Court of Appeal Chancery (Despatch of 
Business) Amendment Bill passed through committee. 

The Registration of Writs (Scotland) Bill was read a 
third time and passed. 

The Railways (Extension of Time) Bill was read a first 
time. 

March 12.—The Land Tenure (Ireland) Bill was read a 
second time. 

The Court of Appeal Chancery (Despatch of Business) Amends 
ment Bill was read a third time and passed. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
March 6.—The Alabama Clains.—A lengthy debate took 
place on this subject upon Mr. Shaw Lefevre’s motion for 
papers. 


County Financial Boards.—A bill by Sir W. Gallwey, to 


establish County Financial Boards, was read a first time, as 
well as another bill by Mr. Wyld, on the same subject. 

Divorce and Matrimonial Appeals.—A bill to amend the 
law relating to these appeals was introduced by Mr. © 
Forster, and read a first time. 


March 9.—The Fees (Ireland) Bill was thrown out. 

The Representation of the People (Scotland) Bill was. 
read a second time and ordered to be committed on the 23rd. 

The Railways (Extension of Time) Bill was read a third 
time and passed. 

The Land Writs Registration and Titles to Land Con- 
solidation (Scotland) and Ecclesiastical Buildings and Glebes 
Bills, by the Lord Advocate, were read a first time. 

Railway and Joint Stock Accounts.—A dill by Sir W. 
Hult, for the better Regulation and Supervision by the 
Board of Trade of the Accounts of Railway and Joint 
Stock Companies, was read a first time. 

March 10.—Salford Hundred and Manchester (City) Courts 
of Record Bill—On the motion for the second reading of 
this Bill, Mr. Cheetham moved that it be read a second 
time on that day six months. 

Mr. Ayrton thought that such a measure ought not to 
be passed pending the report of the Royal Commission now 
sitting. 

Mr Hibbert said that various petitions had been presented 
in favour of the Bill from the barristers, attorneys, andjothers 
in the neighbourhood. The only petition against the Bill had 
come from the Corporation of Salford. 

Mr. J.B. Smith opposed the Bill. He contended that such 
cases ought not to be tried before the county court. 

The Attorney-General said that all that was intended by 
the Bill was to amalgamate these two Courts—the Hundred of 
Salford Court and the Manchester Court—but giving them no 
greater jurisdiction than they had hitherto had. He thought 
the Bill might be allowed to go to a Select Committee. 

Mr. Craufurd doubted whether such a Bill ought to have 
been introduced asa private Bill. 

Sir R. Collier remarked that the Bill purported to extend 
the jurisdiction of these Courts. ; 

Mr. Dodson said that the rules and precedents were all in, 
favour of the introduction of this as a private Bill. 

The second reading of the Bill was then carried by % 
majority of 104 to 70. 

The County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Bill was vead % 
second time. 


March 11.—Church Rates Regulation and Abolition — The 
second reading of Mr. Hardcastle’s Church Rates Abolition 
Bill and Mr. Hubbard’s Church Rates Regulation Bill were 
postponed until April. 


The House went into committee on Mr. Gladstone's. 
Compulsory Church Rates Abolition Bill. 
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Clause 1 (abolishing compulsory church rates) was, then 
carried by a majority of 167 to 30. 

Clause 2 (providing an exception to clause 1 in cases where 
money is due on the security of the rates), clause 3, and 
dause 4 (empowering the making of voluntary assessments) 
were agreed to. 

Clause 5 was negatived. 

Clause 6 was amended by adding a provision that the 
church or chapel warden or treasurer should be the nominal 
plaintiff in any action to recover the rate. 

Mr. Candlish moved a clause extending the operation of 
the enactment to all rates levied under any local Act or 
otherwise for any p se to which church rates could not 
be legally applied. The clause was withdrawn on Sir R. 
Palmer undertaking to bring up one similar in principle. 

March 12.—Juries “de inedietate lingue.’—In answer to 
Mr. Gregory, the Attorney-General said the Government 
did not intend to deal with the subject. It would probably 
be included in the report of the Judicature Commission. 

Private Bill Legislation —The adjourned debate on this 
subject was fixed for the 17th. 








IRELAND, 


TULLAMORE, 
Crown Court. 
(Before the Lorp Curer Justice.) 
March 6.—Great Southern and Western Railway Company, 
Appellants, v. Flynn, Respondent. 
Costs lodged for Appeal. 

The respondent had obtained a civil bill decree against the 
company for loss occasioned by delay in forwarding parcels 
of eels at different timos, which had been delivered at the 
Monasterevan station, to be sent to the respondent at Wake- 
field. It appeared that when the different consignments 
arrived at Wakefield the eels were so decomposed as to be 
almost entirely useless. 

Having heard the evidence on both sides, 

His Lorpsuir was of opinion that there had not been any 
delay on the part of the railway company sufficient to entitle 
the respondent to a decree. 

Decree reversed. 

Mr. Mitchell (solicitor), acting as local agent for the rail- 
way company, applied that the sum lodged by the railivay 
company as costs to enable them to appeal might be returned 
to them by the Clerk of the Peace. 

Chief Justice MonAnan—No; there has been some mis- 
apprehension on this subject, but the Judges have discussed 
the matter, and have come to the conclusion that where the 
defeated party at quarter sessions lodges costs for the purpose 
of appealing, he does not get those costs back, even though he 
succeeds on the appeal. They are forfeited as a kind of 
penalty, and perhaps for the purpose of discouraging appeals, 

Mr. Mitchell—But where a party does not appear in person 
at the sessions, he is obliged to lodge double, and in the case 
of a company treble costs. 

Chief Justice Monanan—The same rule appears to apply, 

Montgomery (for the Railway Company) submitted that 
the same rule ought not to apply, because double or treble 
costs were lodged as a security to the respondent, not alone 
for the costs of the decree, but also for the costs of the appeal, 
in lieu of the recognizance into which the appellant would have 
becn obliged to enter had he appeared in person. But there 
did not appear to be any reason why, when the appeal was 
prosecuted, the respondent should get more than the costs 

given by the decree. 

Dames, for the respondent, said he acquiesced in that view. 

Chief Justice MonaHAN said he thought it did appear to be 
right, and ordered the Clerk of the Peace to give one-third of 
the sum lodged for costs to the respondent, and to return the 

remaining two-thirds to the appellants. 








The almanac issued by the Royal Insurance Office gives, in 
addition to the usual matter of such periodicals, a full statement 
of the funds, revenue, and expenditure of that institution. It 
appears that at the last annual meeting it was decided to distribute 
in future an increased share of the profits among the life-policy 
holders. The bonuses of the company still continue among the 
largest given by any similar association, 


FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA. 
District Court OF PHILADELPHIA. 
Shreeve y. Adams §: Co.—A broker may be sued in case of 
neglect of duty to his principal. 

New trial. 

Opinion by Sharswood, P. J. 

This isan action in case against the defendants for neglect 
of duties as brokers, 

The facts were that on March 17, 1865, the plaintiff deposi- 
ted 5000 dols, in the defendant’s hands, and took their recipt 
in which the amount was stated to be “ for one-half of original 
interest, in the McClintock farm, for which he (the plaintiff) 
will receive two thousand shares of stock when issued.” 
There was evidence going to show that plaintiff had received 
from defendants a certificate for 1430 shares of the McClintock 
Reserve Oil Co. It appeared that the defendant had proposed 
to organize a company on the basis of the McClintock Farm, 
to be called the ‘* McClintock Oil Co.” Such a company never 
was organized. There was evidence also that the certificate for 
1430 shares of the McClintock Reserve Oil Co. was issued to 
the plaintiff by the order of the defendants, that it was part of 
stock issued to parties who had subscribed to the McClintock 
Oil Co. There was evidence also that the plaintiff had tendered 
back the certificate, 

There is no doubt that there was enough to warrant the jury 
in finding that defendants had specially engaged to invest the 
plaintiff’s 5000 dols. in “ 2000 shares of the McClintock Oil 
Co.,” founded on the basis of the McClintock Farm. When 
that project fell through they had no right to invest the money 
in some other stock without his consent, and were unquestion- 
ably bound to repay it to him if he demanded it. The only 
question reserved is whether an action under these circum- 
stances can be maintained in this form ex delicto. 

It seems to be very well settled that in all cases of bailment, 
whether of things or money, case is a proper remedy against 
the bailees for neglect. Govett v. Rudnidge, et al, 3 East. 62, 
was an action of that character, and Lord Ellenborough said, 
‘“« What inconvenience is there in suffering the party to allege 
his gravamen, if he please, as consisting in a breach of duty 
arising out of an employment for hire, and to consider that 
breach of duty as tortious negligence, instead of considering 
the same circumstances as forming a breach of premise implied 
from the same consideration of hire. By allowing it to be con-- 
sidered in either way, according as the neglect of duty or the 
breach of promise is relied upon as the injury, a multiplicity of 
actions is avoided ; and the plaintiff, according as the conve- 

nience of his case requires, frames his principal court in suck 
a manner’as either to joina count in trover therewith, if he have 
another cause of action for the consideration of the count other 
than the action of assumpsit ; or to join with the assumpsit 
the common counts, if he have another cause of action to which 
they are applicable.” Mr. Archbold, in his treatise on the Law 
of Nisi Prius, states the law, broadly thus: ‘ In all cases. 
where a person undertakes an employment, trust, or duty, he 
impliedly contracts to perform it with integrity, diligence and 
skill ; and ifhe fail in doing so, the party injured thereby may 
have his remedy by action on the case against him :” 1 Arch-- 
bold, 415. He proceeds to sustain and illustrate this position 
by many decided cases which fully bear him out. In the case- 
before us there was a duty assumed by the defendants in their’ 
basiness and occupation as brokers, skilfully and properly to 
invest the plaintiff's money according to his instructions, and 
whether they wilfully omitted to invist at all, or invested wrong- 
fully or negligently, makes no difference. The plaintiff has 
his election tosue them in an action in form ex contracte or 
in one ew delicto, and the judgment on the-reserved point 
must therefore be for the plaintiff. 
Rule discharged and judgment for plaintiff on the reserved. 
oint. 
From the Philadelphia Legal Intelligencer. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


THE JURIDICAL SOCIETY. 
(We take the following from the Z¥mes.) 
The anniversary mecting of this society washeld on Tuesday 
for the election of officers, ke. ; Lord Westbury, the presi- 





dent, was in the chair. The officers were re-elected. In 
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announcing that Mr. Justice Hannen had accepted the 
office of a vice-president of the society, his lordship said 
that he could not forbear from expressing the great plea- 
sure—a pleasure, he was sure, that would be shared in by 
the whole profession—at the appointment of that gentleman. 
A more appropriate and more excellent choice could not have 
been made. Upon the suggestion of Lord Westbury it was de- 
-cided that, in accordance with what had been done on previous 
occasions, the post of president of the society should be offered 
to the Lord Chancellor, of whom the Chairman observed that 
he was a most accomplished lawyer, a most zealous legal re- 
former, and he might add, a legal scholar. Lord Westbury 
proceeded (after the transaction of some formal business) to 
deliver an address to the mecting. It was thirteen years, he 
observed, since he had assisted at the establishment of it. 
Within that period many had been taken away from the 
ranks of the profession ; and he could not refrain from pay- 
ing a tribute of respect to the memory of the late Mr. 
Lewis, who had actively exerted himself in the formation of 
that society, and of whose eminent abilities he had the very 
highest opinion. Ofhim, if ofany man, he should have been 
inclined to predict that he would have reached the highest 
honours of the profession ; but he had been taken from them, 
and it was anotherinstance among the very many constantly 
occurring in the world, that “the race is not to the swift, nor 
the battle to the strong; but that time and chance happen 
unto all men.” During these thirteen years they had 
witnessed a great advance in the progress of legal reform, 
and they were now probably on the brink of further legisla- 
tion in the same direction. He desired to suggest that it 
would be well if the society were to meet, not merely, as at 
present, on the comparatively rare occasions when there 
were papers to be read, but more frequently, and for the 
purpose of discussing among themselves the current 
topics of the legal world. With the view of showing 
what ample material exists for such discussion, his lord- 
ship proceeded to notice some of the principal legal ques- 
tions of the day. In reference to the commission appointed 
to consider the practicability of framing a digest of the law, 
he observed that it was to be regretted that considerable 
delay must be the consequence of the difficulties attending the 
consideration of the subject, but he anticipated, as the 
result of the labours of the commission, a great improvement 
in the condition and shape of the law of the country. <Astill 
more important subject was the commission sitting upon the 
courts of justice, and upon the manner in which our judica- 
ture was henceforth to be arranged. A very few years 
ago the very thought of such acommission would have been 
deemed little short of profanation, but the question was now 
pressing for solution whether it would not be necessary to 
havelocal courts of enlarged jurisdictionall overthe kingdom, 
and to constitute the metropolitan courts as courts of appeal 
only from those local tribunals. When he was Lord Chan- 
cellor the constant complaint of the judges in Westmirster- 
hall was that day after day was occupied by the trial of the 
most trivial and trumpery cases, insignificant in their results, 
and immaterial in their details. The condition of our appel- 
late tribunals, again, was most lamentable. The constitution 
of the Court of Exchequer Chamber was, in point of the 
judges, wholly haphazard, and it was also so constituted as 
that three judges could overrule the decision of seven. Nor 
was the House of Lords by any means a satisfactory court of 
appeal. The parties to an appeal never knew who were to 
be their judges. There might be two, or three, or four 
judges, but this state of uncertainty was not good for the 
parties to the suits, nor did it add to the dignity and respon- 
sibility of the administration of justice. The Judicial Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council afforded still less ground for 
satisfaction. Before this tribunal came, in the last resort, 
cases from our whole empire. Decisions had to be reviewed 
that.had been come to in accordance, perhaps, with the 
Spanish, Dutch, Portuguese, or modern colonial or ancient 
Hindoo laws, and yet it was uncertain whether appeals socom- 
plicated and so difficult would, when before the Judicial Com- 
mittee, be heard by the Lord Chancellor, or by the Lords Jus- 
tices forthe time being, or before an emeritus judge or beforetwo 
emeriti judices with one or two assessors, and it was a chance 
whether the presiding judge was or was not completely igno- 
rant of the special knowledge requisite for a sound decision. 
Again, what greater anomaly could be imagined than that 
(in the case of ecclesiastical matters) there were four courts 
or appeal, each of them distinct and each of them final, and 
the sentences of which were wholly irreversible ? ‘The state 
of the law of marriage was an opprobrium and a reproach. 
It had happened to him septal y, while he was a law of- 





———<—<—_—_—_——=> 
ficer of the Crown, to find whole English communitieg 
abroad living in a state of concubinage—that was to say. 
they had been married or given in marriage, but some so. 
lemnity required by the law had not been observed, and, con. 
sequently, the marriage was good for nothing legally, He 
had always endeavoured to do what was necessary in these 
instances quietly, and without awaking public attention— 
for nothing could he more painful to a lady or gentleman 
especially if they were nervous, or sensitive, or religious 
people, than to find that they had lived together for six, or ten, 
or twelve years, without having been married at all. He 
was obliged to marry them retrospectively, and in the most 
delicate and silent manner that could be managed, giyi 
retrospectively the veil of religious sanctity to what had been 
done, legitimatizing the children, and so making them again 
honest men and women in the face of the world. But such 
a state of things was areproach of our law. The present 
condition of the law relating to debtors and creditors, in all 
its branches, including socicties, joint-stock banks, limited 
liability, and railway companies, imperatively called for re- 
vision. It had proved itself to be utterly unequal to the 
task of grappling with the evils that existed. It was founded 
in great measure upon bad principles, and was also subjected 
to most imperfect administration. It was of the highest 
importance that this subject should be at once taken in hand, 
whether they regarded the law of bankruptcy, the control of 
1ailway companies, of joint-stock banks, or.of limited liabi- 
lity companies. 

The Chairman announced that Mr. Montague Cookson, 
Mr. Wm. Barber, and Mr. Abram had been elected 
members of this society. Mr. Charles Clarke treasurer, and 
Mr. Charles Hopwood secretary of the society ; Mr. Vernon 
Lushington, Mr. H. M. Jackson, Mr. Vaughan Hawkins, 
Mr. James Hopwood, Mr. Alfred George Martin, and Mr. 
A. C. Humphreys, were elected members of the council ; 
and Mr. Droop and Mr. W. W. Karslake were re-elected 
auditors. 

A vote of thanks to Lord Westbury was passed at the 
conclusion of the address, and the proceedings thon ended. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the Law Institution on Tuesday last, the following 
question was discussed :—‘ The articles of association of a 
company provide that the shares shall be fully paid-up by 
instalments of £5 per share, every three months from the 
date of allotment. Is a specific legatee of some of these 
shares entitled to have paid out of the testator’s general 
assets the instalments payable after the testator’s death?” 
Armstrong v. Burnet, 20 Beav. 424; In ve Box, 12 W. RK. 67, 
1 Hem. & M. 552; Adams v. Terich, 26 Beav. 384. The 
debate was opened by Mr. Whitwell in the negative ; and, 
on a division, the question was carried in that way by a 
large majority. 








OBITUARY. 
MR. SERJEANT DOWLING. 

We have to announce the death of Alfred Septimus 
Dowling, Esq., Serjeant-at-Law, who expired at his residence, 
St. John’s Wood, on the 3rd inst., in the sixty-fourth year of 
his age. The cause of his death was internal cancer, 
Serjeant Dowling was called to the Bur, at Gray’s Inn, 
in June, 1828, end was created a Serjeant-at-Law in 1842, 
In November, 1849, he was appointed a county court judge, 
and by his demise the judgeship of circuit No. 15 (consisting 
of parts of Durham, and the North and West Ridings of York- 
shire), has become vacant. 


Mr. Tuomas Porrer, Barrister-at-Law, died at Arnold 
House, Withington, near Manchester, on the 3rd instant, He 
graduated M.A, at Trinity College, Cambridge, and was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple, in November, 1851. 
He bas chiefly practised at Manchester as an equity draughts- 
man and conveyancer. 


Mr. Joun Canvervey, Barrister.at-Law, of Oulton Hall, 
Yorkshire, died at his seat on the 28th February, in his seventy- 
ninth year. The deceased gentleman was educated at Trinity 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated B.A, in 1812, and 
was called tothe bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1815. He was @ 
Justice of the Peace and Deputy-Lieutenant for the West 
Riding of Yorkshire. 
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COURT PAPERS. 
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QUEEN’S BENCH. 


Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London, before the 
Right Hon. Sir A. E. Cocksurn, Bart., Lord Chief Jus- 
tice of her Majesty’s Court of Queen’s Bench, in and after 














leman Easter Term, 1868. 
igious In Ter. 
“— Middlesex. 
wane ON esate’ April 17 | Friday ........c.c.000 May 1 
siving Friday ...-eecee eee i gai: ae 
L been There will not be any sitting during Term in London. 
again ; 
such Arrer Term. 
‘esent Middlesex. London. 
in all Saturday ............... May 9| Wednesday....... os... May 138 
wg The Court will sit at 10 o'clock every day. 
) the The causes in the list for each of the above sitting days 
inded in Term, if not disposed of on those days, will be tried by 
oe adjournment on the days following each of such sitting days. 
shest 
me COMMON PLEAS. 
iabi- Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London, before the 
Right Hon. Sir Witi1AM Bovit1, Knt., Lord Chiet J ustice 
‘son, of her Majesty’s Court of Common Pleas, at Westminster, 
= in and after Easter Term, 1868. 
an peat 
non In Tero. 
cins, Middlesex. 
Mr. OS ee April 17 | Webbie iki civ sissennseys May 1 
cil ; SN ns sicisievndtle sn 
nae The Court will not sit in London during Term. 
the Arrer TERM. 
a * Middlesex. London. 
ONS ES eee May 9 | Tuesday ............... May 12 
The Court will sit during and after Term at 10 o'clock. 
ing The Middlesex Common Jury Remanets will be taken at 
: the first sitting in Term. 
th 
a EXCHEQUER OF PLEAS. 
ral Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London, before the 
a8 Right Hon, Sir Frrzroy Keuiy, Knt., Lord Chief 
67, Baron of her Majesty’s Court of Exchequer, in and after 
‘he Faster Term, 1868. 
nd, In Term. 
Middlesex. 
Friday  ....++..ssee0eeApril 17 | BYIdAY:. .srec.ccesseces. May 1 
Friday ...... siesta ee 
The Court will not sit in London during Term. 
AFTER TERM. 
- Middlesex. London. 
" Saturday .........0000+ May 9 | Tuesday ......... oo «May 12 
Qf The Court will sit during and after Term at 10 o'clock. 
re The Court will sit in Middlesex in Term by adjournment 
° from day to day until the causes entered for the respective 
Middlesex sittings are disposed of. 
? 
5 
SURREY LENT ASSIZES, 1868. 


Noricr.—Enrry or Cavses. 


Causes can be entered provisionally at the office of the 
l Clerk of Assize for the Home Circuit, in London, on Monday, 
; the 16th March, and daily thereafter until Saturday, the 
21st March, inclusive, between the hours of ten and two. 

) They will be formally entered and put on the list at King- 
ston, by the Clerk of Assize, in the order of their provisional 
entry, and before causes entered at Kingston. 

In case any record entered in London be withdrawn be- 
fore the opening of the commission at Kingston, the entry 
stamps will be returned. 

A list of causes for trial each day will be sent to London 
in the evening of the previous day, and will be affixed out- 


8, New-inn, Strand, as soon as possible after the list can be- 


arranged. 

The first day’s list will not extend beyond the 20th com- 
mon jury in the list of causes provisionally entered, should 
there be so many. The list of causes provisionally entered 
may be seen at the London office of the Clerk of the Assize. 

No cause will be allowed to be entered under any cir- 
cumstances after the sitting of the Court. 

This arrangement may not apply to future Assizes. 

By order of her Majesty’s Judges of Assize. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
“S> Last Quotation, March 13, 1868. 
[From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted,} 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 93} Annuities, April, ’85 13 

Ditto for Account, 934 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1903 

3 per Cent. Reduced, 92 Ex Bills, £1000, per Ct. ls pm 
New 3 per Cent., 92 Ditto, £500, Do 15 pm 

Do, 33 per Cent., Jan, 794 Ditto, £100 & £200, 15 pm 

Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 5§ per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 251 
Annuities, Jan. ’80— Ditto for Accouns, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


India Stk., 10} p Ct.Apr.’74, | Ind. Enf. Pr., 5pC., Jan.’72 103 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 5§ per Cent., May, ’79, 1033: 
Ditto 5per Cent., July, "80 11 5} Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, 64 — 

Ditto 4 per Caat., Oct. 88 1024 Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000, 35 p m 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 87}! Ditto, ditto, under £1000,35 pm 








RAILWAY STOCK. 































































Shres. Railways. ‘Paid, |Closing Price 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter ...........0cssesesseessesees 100 85 
Stock | Caledonian 835 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western ..... 103 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .. 313 
Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 .......... 100 cS 
Stock | Great Northern 100 105$ 
Stock Do., A Stock* 100 99 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland 100 7 
Stock | Great Western— Original ................0000 100 47 
Stock Do., West Midland—Oxford... . 4 100 30 
Stock Do., d0.— Newport ........esseeeeee coe! 160 29 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ...............+6 100 1259 x & 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South “oast...... 100 49 
Stock | London,Chatham, and Dover...........e00 | 100 183 
Stock | London and North-Western........ «| 100 1143 
Stock | London and South-Western ........ 100 37 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln.. 100 42 
Stock | Metropolitan | 108 1:3) 
Stock | Midland | 100 105 
Stock; Do., Birmingham and Derby ............ | 100 76 
Stock | North British 100 34} 
Stock | North London bentat | 100 116 

10 “SOE ea eee Bek , 74 84 
Stock | North Staffordshire 100 58 

Stock | South Devon | 100 47 
Stock | South-Eastern ' 100 723 
Stock Taff Vale. 100 144 








© A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 





Eavuity AND Law Lire Assurance Socrety.—The annual 
general meeting of this Society was held on the 2nd inst., at the- 
society’s house, No. 18, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C. 
The directors have to report that the business of the society con- 
tinues to progress in the most satisfactory manner. The number 
of policies issued in the past year was 184, insuring £357,031 ; 
and the new premiums received thereon were £11,137 13s. 6d.,. 
being in excess of those of any former year. Tho average amount 
of the new polices has reached the remarkably large figure of 
£1,940. ‘The total premium income of the year was 
£86,402 12s. 8d., being no less than £7,369 9s. 7d. in excess of 
that of 1866; and the number of policies in force on 3lst Decem-- 
ber last was 2,018, insuring £2,803,662. 

The interest on investments amounted to £25,290 lds. 6d.,. 
boa 1 almost exactly 5 per cent. on the amount of the funds at 
the beginning of the year—excluding reversions. The total 
income of the Society was £113,770 12s. 4d., and the outgoings 
of every description £53,876 Qs. 1d.; leaving a balance of 
£59,894 12s. 3d. to inerease the Assurance Fund. There has 
also been received in the course of the year the sum of £11,275 19s. 
for the purchase of immediate annuities, so that the total increase 
of the funds during the year has been £71,170 Ls. 3d. 





side the porter’s lodge, Serjeants'-inn, Chancery-lane, and 


also outside the office of Mr. Abbott, the Under-Sheriff, No. 








The claims, which last year were heavier than usual, ‘have this 
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year again fallen below the anticipated amount, Twenty-one 
deaths have occurred, whereby 25 policies, insuring with bonuses 
£31,345 10s., have become claims. Of these policies, 18, insur- 
‘ing £16,150, were entitled to profits, and carried bonuses of 
£1,645 10s. The payments made under this head have been re- 
duced by the receipt from another office of £5,000 under a re- 
assurance policy. 

The Directors retiring by rotation are Mr. Hilliard, Mr. E. F. 
Moore, Mr. Clowes, and Mr. C. H. Moore. The retiring Auditors 
.are Mr. Boodle for the Proprietors and Mr. Bailey for the assured. 
All these gentlemen, being eligible, offer themselves for re- 
election. An auditor for the Proprietors will also have to be 
elected in the place of Mr. E. E. Kay, Q.C., resigned. 

The Directors, in conclusion, wish to point out that the fifth 
division of profits will take plaee at the end of next year, and 
that policies effected during the current year will participate in 
that division. Considering the highly profitable character of 
the business transacted, the advantageous investment of the 
funds of the society, and the moderate charge for expenses, the 
directors do not doubt that the result of the next division of 
profits will show no falling off from the magnitude of the bonuses 
hitherto declared. 

GrorGE LAKE RvssELi, Chairman. 

TaBLE.—Showing the total additions to policies of £1,000 
each, to 3lst December, 1867. 





Age Number of Premiums Paid. 
t 





Fifteen. 


£ 8. 
228 0 
250 10 
280 10 
303 10 
338 0 
382 10 
450 10 


Ten. 


£ s. 
161 10 
176 0 
197 0 
210 6 
231 0 
265 0 
316 10 


a 
Entry. 





438 0 





Money Market AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

The week has been very uneventful, Consols have been steady 
at 93 to 934 ; just touching 93$. The Railway Market has been 
rather dull, with occasional fluctuations in Metropolitan and a 
few other descriptions. The general share market has also been 
rather inactive. The amounts which have been incurred for 
continuations on oversold bargains scem to indicate that but little 
is floating in the markets, holders preferring to remain quiet ; 
this may be unpleasing to speculators, but does not bode ill for 
the community. 

A private meeting of shareholders in Overend, Gurney, & 
Co., was held on Tuesday, to appoint a committee to carry on 
proceedings at common law to try the question as to the liability 
of the directors, and four of the shareholders were nominated. 








Mr. J. Bagge Hearn has been appointed Assistant Taxing 
Master in Ireland. 


We are glad to observe that a bill is now before the 
House of Commons, amalgamating the Salford Hundred and 
Manchester (city) Courts of Record. We have not examined 
the details of the Dill, but its main object is indisputably 
salutary. The existence of these two separate jurisdictions 
side by side occasions great inconvenience to lawyers, 
suitors, and jurors (r//¢ report of the Manchester Law Asso- 
ciation, supra, p. 322). If the object of the bill be simply to 
amalgamate these two Courts, there seems no reason why 
that should not be done at once, without waiting for the re- 
port of the Judicature Commission. 


It may be of some advantage to the profession to know 
that the case of Lloyd v. Banks, 15 W. R. 1006, is under 
appeal. The case is well known as one of considerable im- 
portance upon the subject of Wotice. Lord Romilly there 
held that a trustee, who had read in a newspaper an adver- 
tisement of the advertiser’s intention to apply for his dis- 
charge under the Insolvent Debtors Act, was not thereby 
fixed with notice. The trustee, who was a solicitor, ad- 
mitted that he had for another matter acted on the know- 
ledge acquired by means of the advertisement. 

A large meetingof the American Bar was held at Philadelphia, 
U.S., on the 24th ult., for the purpose of taking suitable action 
in regard to the death of the Hon. Joseph R. fageeecie. Chief 
Justice Thompson, Judge Sharswood. and others spoke most 
highly of the deceased gentleman, who had once been Ameri- 
can minister in England, and was a leading member of the 
American Bar. 


LEGACY AND Succession Duties.—This branch of the 
Inland Revenue PKR to be steadily increasing in productibility, 
having yielded £1,845,204 in 1857-8, £2,197,533 in 1858-9, 





£2,104,569 in 1859-60, £2,161,825, in 1860-1, £2,266,350 in 1861.9 
£2,374,436 in 1862-3, £2,251,581 in 1863-4, £2,337,994 in 1864.5” 
£2,604,332 in 1865-6, and £2,568,044 in 1866-7. England and 
Wales contribute more than four-fifths of the duties in questig 

having paid under this head £1,604,619 in 1857-8, £1,889,419 
in 1858-9, £1,793,970 in 1859-60, £1,858,284 in 1860-1, £1,942,499 
in 1861-2, £2,031,359 in 1862-3, £1,883,771 in 1863-4, £1,977,648 
in 1864-5, £2,248,654in 1865-6, and £2,174,589 in 1866-7.— Tings, 


Winpinc-vr CaAses.—It appears that in the year ending the 
1st of November last there were in the Chancery Chambers 119 
orders brought in for winding-up companies and the number 
pending at the close of the period mentioned was 378. The 
amount of calls under winding-up orders made was £4,497,831, 
and the amount paid to creditors £7,310,339. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
BORRETT—On March 10, at 6, Lansdowne-road, Wimbledon, the wife 
of George Tuthill Borrett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a son, 
DUCKWORTH—On March 5, at 38, Bryanston-square, the wife of 
Herbert Duckworth, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, ofa son. 
GREENBANK—On March 8, at 18, Leamington-road-villas, West. 
bourne-park, W., the wife of R. H. Greenbank, Esq., of a son, 
MACKONOCHIE—On March 3, at Great Marlow, the wife of James 
Mackonochie, Esq, Barrister-at-Law, of a son. 


MARRIAGES, 

BRANSON—BROWN—On Jan. 30, at St. John’s Church, Calcutta, 
James Arthur Branson, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, to May, daughter of 
Philip Brown, Esq., of Yarmouth, Norfolk. 

BUTCHER—STROUD—On March 7, at St. Jude's, Islington, Frederick 
William Butcher, Esq., of Upper Clapton, and Clifford’s-inn, to 
Harriet Anne, daughter of J. May Stroud, of Mildmay-park, 

FERARD—WILSON—On Dec. 28, at Napier, New Zealand, Bingham 
Arthur Ferard, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, to Theodosia Elizabeth 
Helen, daughter of the late James Wilson, Esq., of Highbury-ter- 
race, Islington. 

WRAGG—SELF—On March 10, at St. George’s, Hanover-sqnare, 
Robert Thomas Wragg, Esq, Solicitor, of Leyton, to Mary, daugh- 
ter of George Self, of Ingatestone. 


DEATHS. 
DOWLING—On March 3, at his residence, St. John's-wood, Alfred 
Septimus Dowling, Esq., Serjeant-at-Law, aged 64. 
PENNEFATHER—On March 7, at Barmirng House, near “Maidstone, 
Harriet, wife of Edward Pennefather, Esq., Q.C., of 6, Fitzwilliam- 
place, Dublin. 
POTTER+On March 3, at his residence, Arnold House, Withington, 
Manchester, Thomas Potter, Esq , M.A., Barrister-at-Law, aged 3s. 
STRATHERN—On March 1, at No. 14, Kew-terrace, Glasgow, Alexander 
Strathern, Esq,, Sheriff-Substitute of the county of Lanark. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 
AT THE MART. 
Feb, 20.—By Mr. Newson. 

Leasehold house, No. 24, Scholeficld-strect, Birkbeck-road, Upper 
Holloway, annual value £24; term, 99 years from 1864, at £3 1Ms, 
per annum—Sold for £130. 

Feb, 21.—By Messrs. Rusuwortn, Annort, & Co. 

Frechold residence, No. 36, Golden-square, and a house and shop in 
the rear, being No. 36, Silver-street ; let on lease at £120 per annum 
—Sold for £3,710. 

Mar. 3.—By Messrs, Desennam, Tewsox, & Farmer, 

Leaschold house and shop, No. 328, Goswell-road, with yard and stable 
in the rear; also two ground-rents of £7 and £4 per annum, arising 
from two houses adjoining, term expiring at Midsummer, 1877, at 
£15 18s. 6d. per annum—Sold for £180. 

Freehold, two residences, Nos. 7 and 8, Duncombe-road, Hornsey-rise 
—Sold for £1,095, 

Mar. 5.—By Mr. Newson, 

Frechold plot of building land, having a frontage of 292 feet to the 
Hornsey-road, by a depth of 295 feet, together with the four mes- 
suages and buildings thereon—Sold for £4,900, 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


BA inding-up of Point Stock Compantes. 
Fripay, March 6, 1868, 
Limitep IN Caancery, 

Lonsdale Vale Iron Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented March 5, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Stuart, on 
March 20, Van Sandau & Co, King-st, Cheapside, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 

National Provinciai Marine Insurance Company (Limited),—Petition to 
continue the voluntary winding up, presented March 5, directed to 
be heard before the Master of the Rolls, on March 14, Ellis & Co 
St Michael’s-alley, Cornhill, solicitors for the petitioners, 

North Wales Coal, Iron, and Fire Brick Company (Limited).—Petition 
for winding up, presented March 3, directed to be heard before the 
Master of the Rolls,on March 21, Pritchard & Englefield, Welling- 
ton-chambers, Doctor’s-commons, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Tamar Bank Granite Company (Limited).—By an order made by Vice- 
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T_T 
‘Chancellor Malins, dated Feb 28, it was ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound up. Snell, George-st, Mansion-House, solicitor for 
the petitioner. 





UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Victoria Permanent Benefit Building Investment and Freehold Land 
Society of Birmingham and the Midland Counties.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented March 5, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor 
Malins, on March 20. Chilton & Co, Chancery-lane, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 

County PALATINE oF LANCASTER. 

Liverpool Seyssel Asphalte Company.—Pursuant to an order of the Court 
of Chancery of Lancaster, dated Feb 4. All persons claiming to be 
entitled to shares who have not received the two dividends of ten shill- 
ings each therein, and all other persons claiming to be entitled to or in- 
terested in the undistributed funds of the company, are, on or before 
April 9, to come in and prove their claims at the office of the registrar 
for the Liverpool district, situate 10, Trofford-chambers, South John- 
st, Liverpool. Friday, April 17, at the said office, at 10, is appointed for 
adjudication upon the said claims. 


Tvespay, March 10, 1868. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Fremator Granite Quarries Company (Limited).—By an order made by 
Vice-Chancellor Wood, dated Feb 29, it was ordered that the above 
company be wound up. Foster, New Burlington-st, solicitor for the 
petftioners. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fray, March 6, 1868. 


Prince of Wales Tent, No. 871, Branch of the Manchester district, No. 1 
ofthe Independent Order of Rechabites, Salford Unity, Schoolroom 
under the Welsh Chapel, Grosvenor-sq, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, 
Manchester. March 4. 


TvuEspay, March 10, 1868. 
United Kingdom Friendly Society, 165, Strand. March 5, 


Creditors undev Estates wx Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripar, March 6, 1868. 


oe Company. April 18. Carron Company v Lawson, Y.C. 

Malins. 

Clarke, Angelica, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. April 15. Forbes v 
Arnold, M. R. 

Cochran, Loran De Wolf, Pall Mall, Merchant. March 27. Stan de 
Wolf v Lindsell, M. R. 

a St Peter’s, Kent, Gent. April 24. Hurst v Crofts, V.C. 
Stuart. 

Denbigh, Ruthin, and Corwen Railway Company. March 28. Rick- 
man v Wilson, M. R. 

Harding, Wm, Cobridge, Stafford, Solicitor. April 11, Adams » 
Booth, V.C. Malins, 

Johnston, Geo, Brighton-ter, Victoria-pk. April 20. Craven v John- 
ston, V.C. Stuart. 

Prichard, Robt, Beddgelert, Carnarvon, Hotel Keeper. April 3. Wil- 
liams v Williams, V.C. Malins. 

Ridley, Ebenezer Reeshaw, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Chemical Manufac- 
turer. April 3. Ridley v Ridley, M. R. 


Tourspay, March 10, 1868, 


Buckley, Jas, Chapelfield-within-Pilkington, Lancaster, Manufacturer, 
April7. Farmer v Buckley, District Registrar, Manch. 

Foster, John, Rumbridge, Southampton, Gent. March 25. Ewart v 
Chubb, V.C. Stuart. 

Harrison, Wm, Chancery-lane, Law Stationer. April 15. Warwick v 
Stacey, V.C. Stuart. 

Harris, Mary Judith, Adelaide-rd, Haverstock-hill, Widow. April 7. 
Luff v Gavelle, V.C. Malins. 

Teheiage, Thos, Gt Wishford, Wilts, Gent. March 30, Trubridge v 


e, M. R. 

Staley, Danl, Longton, Stafford, Miner. April 9. Godfrey v Hollings- 
worth, V.C, Stuart. 

Waters, Sampson, Gyllyngdune, Cornwall, Esq. April 17. Waters v 
Waters, M. R. 

Whately, Thos, Berkhampstead, Herts, Surgeon. April 15. Sim- 
‘monds v Whately, V.C. Wood. 

Wight, Andrew. Cheltenham, Gloucester, Esq. March 21. Wight v 
Wight, V.C. Wood. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Wirt. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, March 6, 1858. 


Cockell, Wm Edwd Kent, Lieut, R.N. April 15. Ommanney, Parlia- 
Jnent-st, Westminster. 

Dickinson. Joseph, Durham, Colliery Owner, Shotley Bridge. April 
'4. Allan & Davies, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Diiiion, Robt, Engineer, H.M.S, Oberon. March 31. Ommanney, 
Varliament-st, Westminster. 

Edwards, Geo Wm, Mincing-lane, Wine Broker. April 10. Jeanneret. 
Dane’s-inn, Strand, 

Gale, Hy Stiles, Radford Nottingham, Brazier. April 30. Parsons & 
Son, Nottingham. 

Haworth, Geo, Lancaster, Gent. April 14. Hargreaves & Bolton, 

Helyar, Harriet, Coker Court, Somerset, Widow. April 6, Batten, 


Yeovil. 

Holden, Robt, Birkdale, Lancaster. Gent. Aprill3, Briggs & Bailey, 
Bolton-le-Moors. 

Johnson, Chas, Melvern-cottages, Kentish Town. April 10, Moon, 
Lincoln’s-inn. fields. 

Johnson, Geo, Mansfield, Nottingham, Gent. May 1. Woodcock 
Mansfield, 

Lee, Hy Corbett, Bombay, East Indies, Lieutenant. March 31, 
Crosse, Bell-yard, Doctors’-commons. 


Meadowcroft, Robt, Denton, Lancaster, Gent. Sept!. Leigh, 


Manch. 

Price, Benj, Selly Oak, Worcester. April 23. Coleman, Birm. ; 
Ravey, Chas, Condait-st, Regent-st, Ironmonger. May 1. Watkins 
& Co, Sackviile-st, Piccadilly. : mn 
Richards, Mary Besley, Stapleton House, Martock, Somerset. April 6s 

Batten, Yeovil. 
Sandiford, Ann, Hart-st, Mark-lane. March 28. Rooks & Co, East- 
cheap. 
Gentian thee. Osnaburgh-st, Regents-pk, Doctor. March 30. Jean 
neret, Danes-inn, Strand. ; F 
Snoard,Richd, Milton-next-Sittingbourne, Kent, Gent. April 15. Hill, 
Milton-next-Sittingbourne. f } 

Thompson, John, Burwood-pl, Oxford-sq, Esq. April 17. Simpson 
& Dimond, Henrietta-st, Cavendish-sq. 

Wait, John Wade, New House, Awre, Gloucester, Esq. May I. 
Wintle & Maule, Newnham. 

Tvespay, March 9, 1868. 

Bellamy, Richd, Gt Ponton, Lincoln, Farmer. May 5. Thompson, 
Grantham. 

Barter, Wm, Leyton, Essex. April 15. Roche & Gover, Old Jewry. 

Clarbrough, Robt, Moorgate, York, Builder. April 18. Smith & 
Burdekin, Sheffield. 

Ones, Dore, Derby, Farmer. April 18. Smith & Burdekin 

effield. 

Collingwood, Edwd, Dissington, Hall, nr Newcastle-upou-Tyne, Esq. 
June 6. Bischoff & Co, Coleman-st. 

Dyer, Danl, Goswell-rd, China Dealer. March 18. Poncione, Ray- 
mond-bldgs. 

Ellis, Jas, Sheffield, Ironfounder. April 18. Smith & Burdekin, 
Sheffield. ’ 

Hall, Ann, Cambridge, Bottom. May 6. Carlisle & Ordell, New-sq, 
Lincoln’s-inn. 

Harris, John, Adelaide-rd, Haverstock-hill, Sail Maker. April 16. 
Makinson & Carpenter, Elm-ct, Temple. 

Haslam, John, Little Bolton,Lancaster, Muslin Manufacturer. May 6.. 
Pickop, Blackburn. 

Jones, Eliza, Cumberland-ter, Regent’s-pk, Spinster. April 20.. 
Hill & Co, Throgmorton-st. 

Lawton, Wm, Manch Coal Dealer. April 25. Mann, Manch. ‘ 

Lefeaver, Stephen, Marden, Kent, Yeoman. May. Ottaway, Maid- 
stone. 

Loxley, Thos, Sheffield, File Manufacturer, April13. Smith & Bur- 
dekin, Sheffield. Fi 

Povey, Eliza, Whittonditch, Wilts, Widow. April 16. Rowland, Rams- 


bury. 

reve, Richd, Whittonditch, Wilts, Blacksmith. April 19. Rowland, 
Ramsbury. : 

Rolls, Joseph, Duppas-hill, Creydon, Varnish Maker. April 13. Ran- 
dell, Gracechurch-st. : 


Manch. 

Smith, Thos, Beevor Hlll,ur Barnsley, Colliery Owner. April 18.. 
Smith Burdekin, Sheffield. 

Walton, Jas, Camden-rd, Engineer. May1. Ford & Moyd, Blooms-- 
bury-sq. 

Ward. Jon Cloebury Mortimer, Salop, Yeoman. March 25. Trow 
Cleobury Mortimer. E 

Webb, Richd, Adelaide-rd, Regent’s-pk, Ship Broker, April 6. Roberts 
& Simpson, Moorgate-st. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptcy Act, 186 
Frrpay, March 6, 1868, 

Allen, Thos Harris, Torquay, Devon, Baker, Feb 11. Asst. Reg: 
March 5. 

Ballans, Wm, Manch, Grocer. Feb 20. Comp. Reg March 5. 

Baillie, Thos, & Wm Shepherd, Middlesberough, York, Grocers. Feb 
19. Comp. Reg March 4. 

Barlow, Geo, & John Howl, Birm, Iron Merchants. Feb 26. Comp.- 
Reg March 6. 

Beales, James, Ownby, Monkwell-st. Warehouseman. Feb 28. Asst: 
Reg March 6, 

Bell, Wm Monerieff, Lpool, Draper. Feb 27. Comp. Reg March 5. 

=, —— Lamb-st, Hardware Dealer. Feb 27. Comp. Reg 

a 


Bethell, Stephen, Earlstown, Lancaster, Boot Maker. Feb 14. Asst. 
Reg March 5. 

Bircumshaw, Gervase, Nottingham, Lace Maker. Feb 21. Comp. 
Reg March 5. 

Boxall, John, Huntingdon, Tailor. Feb 27. Comp. Reg March 6. 

Bryant, Richd Fry, Cir ter, Gl , Draper. March 2. Comp. 
Reg March 4. - 

Bunz, Detlef Hinrich, & Wm Joseph Whalley, Gt Grimsby, Lincoin 
Ship Brokers. Feb5. Asst. Reg March 4. 

Calthorpe, Edwd Dennis, Southtown, Suffolk Hay & Straw Dealer. 
Feb 8. Comp. Reg March 4. 

Castle, Geo Wm, Edward-sq, Kensington, Coach Builder. March 3. 
Comp. Reg March 6. 

Chester, Richd Hy, Horsley Heath, Stafford, Painter. Feb 13. Comp. 
Reg March 6. 

i rig Bristol, Timber Merchant. Feb 10. Asst. Reg 
March 4. 

Cos. taee Gray, Nottingham, Accountant. March 4. Asst. Reg 
March 5. 

Cole, John Fredk, Richmond, Livery Stable Keeper. Dec 30. Comp. 

Reg March 3. 

Cotton, Geo, Percival-st, Clerkenwell, Watch Spring Maker. Feb 29. 

Comp. Reg March 5. 

Craddock, Francis, Essex, Hair Dresser. Feb 24. Comp. Reg 
arch 5. 

Crosby, Jas, Hyde, Chester, Hat Manufacturer. Feb 27. Comp. 

Reg March 6. 

Crossley, Hy, Erith. Kent, Clothier. Feb 28. Comp. Reg March 5. 

— Eliza, Wellington, Salop, Buteher. March 5. Comp. Reg 
arch 5. 

East Hy Matthew, Lupus-st, Pimlico, Wine Merchant. March 3. Comp, 








Reg March 6, 


Saul, Edward Ficker, Manch, Drysalter. April 21. Bateson Wood,. 
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Basson, John, Shoe-lane, Holborn, Millwright. Feb 28. Comp. Reg 
March 6 


Franklin, John Gange, Broadway, Somerset, Tanner. Feb6. Ass. 

Reg March 4. t 

—_— Chas, Worthing, Sussex, Butcher. Feb 15. Asst. Reg 
arch 4. 


\ 


| 
{ 


Harvey, Thos, Ravensworth-ter, Fulham-rd, Builder. Feb 26, Comp. | 


Reg March 5. 

Higgin - an & Gilbert, Thonger, Lpool, Druggists. March 4, Comp. 
Reg March 6. 

Hoppe. Francis, Union-st, Whitechapel-rd, Picture Frame Maker. Feb 
27. Comp. Reg March 6. 

Horn, Sam!, Wavertree, Lancaster. March 5. Comp. Reg March 6. 

Hurst, Chas, Rupert-rd, Kilburn, Builder. Feb 28. Comp. Reg 
March 6. 

Hurst, Thos, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancaster, Engineer. Feb 5. Asst. 
Reg March 3. 


Jenkins, Geo, Black Pill, Swansea, Lower, Licensed Victualler. Feb 
6. Comp. Reg March 4. 
ba ov Bristol, Shoe Manufacturer. Feb 11. Comp. Reg 


a) . 
J pietrten. Hoden Hall, Denbigh, Farmer. Feb 12. Asst. Reg 
March 5. 
Knee, Philip, Ledbury-rd, Bayswater, Auctioneer. Feb 22. Comp. 
Reg March 5, 
Layton, John, jun, Navarino Cottage, Bow-rd, Gent. March 3. Comp, 
Reg March 6. 
Lewis, Wm, Windsor-rd, Holloway, Booking Office Keeper. Feb 17° 
Comp. Keg March 3. 
Lord, oid Hinckley, Leicester, Boot Maker. Feb 10. Asst. Reg 
arch 5. 
——. Pearce, Beckington, Somerset, Miller, Feb8. Asst. Reg 
arch 5. 
Morris, Geo, Strand, Hosier. Feb 15. Comp. Reg March 3. 
Nettleton, David, Hy Nettleton, Robt Nettleton, & John Fisher, Heck- 
mondw:k:, York, Woollen Manufacturers, Feb 27. Inspectorship. 
Reg March 5. 
Nobb:, Wm Mather, Euston-rd. Feb 27. Comp. Reg March 5. 
Palmer, Rev Rddney Drake, Broadway, Somerset, Clerk. March 5. 
Inspectorship. Reg March 6. 
— % Guildford, Surrey, Cattle Dealer. March 4. Comp. Reg 
arch 5. 
Pickup, John, Waterfoot-in-Rossendale, Lancaster, Bolt Maker. Feb 
8. Comp. Reg March 4. 
Pincherle, Saml Jas, & Angelo Tassars, Water-lane, Foreign Mer- 
chants. Feb8. Comp. Reg March 6, 
Potter, Saml, Yeaverley, Derby, Farmer. Feb 12. Asst. Reg March 5. 
Price, mont, Aldgate, High-st, Tavern Keeper. March 3. Comp. 
Reg March 5. 
Richardson, Edwd, Castle-st, Falcon-sq, Manufacturers. Feb 29. 
Comp. Reg March 4. 
Ross, Donald, Walsall, Stafford, Draper. Feb 12. Asst. Reg March 5. 
&u e, Barrow, Aldershot, Southampton, Schoolmaster. Feb 17. Comp. 
Reg March 5. 
Sm on. Thos, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Tailor. Feb 14. Comp. 
e g March 5. 
Sae r, Geo, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Fish Merchant. Asst. 
Reg March 6. 
Saward, Chas Thos, & John Saward, jun, Hereford-p), Commercial-rd 
East, Linen Drapers. March 2. Comp. Reg March 5. 
Scott, David, Carlton-st, Walworth,Conveyancer, March 6. 
Reg March 6, 

Smith, Wm Chas, sen, Old Kent-rd, Provision Dealer, Feb 20. Comp. 
Reg March 5. 

Spencer, Josiah Jas, Eiland, York, TinPlate Worker. Feb 18. Asst. 
Reg March 5. 

Stelfox, Edwd, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. Feb 11. Asst. 
Reg March 4. 

Stringer, Richd, Hunslet, Leeds, Slag Dealer. Feb 26. Comp. 

March 4. 

Ta. _~ Tiplady, Skelton, York, Brewer. Feb 27. Comp. Reg 
March 6. 

Taylor, Wm Womersley, Bradford, York, Merchant. Feb 7. 
Reg March 4. 

Thpeneen Thos, Darlington, Durham, Innkeeper. Feb 21. Asst. Reg 

arch 6. 

Thompson, Wm, Laurel Cottage, Wilton Vale, Shepherd’s Bush, Bil- 
liard Table Proprietor. March4. Comp. Reg March 5. 

Thwaites, John, West Hartlepool, Durham, Hat Dealer. Feb 10. Asst 
Reg March 5. : 

Toffield, Thos, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford, no occupation. Feb 11. 


Feb 15. 


Comp. 


Reg 


Comp- 


Comp. Reg March 5. 
——, David, Ystrad, Glamorgan, Grocer. Feb 29. Comp. Reg 
arch 5. 
ba nm ea Nottingham, Upholsterer. March 5. Comp. Reg 
arch 6, 
Vaughan, Benj, The Oaken Gates, Salop; Innkeeper. Feb 18. Comp. 
Reg March 5. 
Walker, Emily, Sloane-st, Knightsbridge, Milliner. Feb 28, Comp. 
Reg March 6. 
Wells, picket, Little Raveley, Huntingdou, Farmer. Feb5. Asst. 
arc 


4 . 
Wigley, Thos, Robert’s Town, Glamorgan, Grocer. Feb 7. Comp. 
Reg March 5. 
Williamson, Ralph John Thos, Salwick Hall, Lancaster, . March 5. 
Comp. heg March 9. ; : — 
Wilson, Wm Cooper, Claremont-ter, South Hackney, Accountant. Jan 
9. Comp. Reg March 4. 
WwW right, Mary, Burslem, Stafford, Confectioner. Feb 27. Comp. Reg 
arch 4, 
Wycherley, Hy, West Bromwich, Stafford, Coach Manufacturer. Feb 
29. Comp. Reg March 5. 


Torspay, March 10, 1868, 
Allan, David, Cedars-row, Wandsworth-rd, Upholsterer. Feb 2). Asst. 
‘ Rog eng 6. 
nderson wd Chas, Moulton, Lincoln, Sui . Feb 17. \. 
Reg March 9. i eee ws vn 








Ashe, Waller, King’s Dragoon Guards, Aldershot. Feb 16, Cong: 
Reg March 7. 

Bailey, Joseph, Wood-st, Warehouseman. Feb 27. Comp. Reg 
March 10. 

Batchelor, Richd Thos, Southsea, Southampton, Grocer. Feb 26. Comp, 


pignell Wim, Gower-pl,, Euston-sq, Tailor. Feb 13. Comp, Reg 
Bilborough, Jas, Miles Platting, Lancaster, out of business. Feb 30, 
winabeosngh, Saml, Leeds, Linen Draper. Feb 29. Comp. Reg 
Bottiobhoy, Cursetiee Jemsetiee, Bombay, Josiah Beazley, & John ' 

Clover, Lpvol, Merchants. March 4. Inspectorship. Reg 


March 6. 

Brown, Thos, Kingston-upon-Hull, Shopkeeper. Feb 11. Comp. ! Reg 
March 6. 

Buckley, Chas, Rochdale, Lancaster, Coal Merchant. Feb 10. Asst, 


Reg March 7. : ; 

Cawdle, Hy, Torquay, Devon, Stationer, Feb 19. Comp. Reg 
March 10, 

Chapman, Arthur, Spencer-st, Limehouse. Feb 28. 
March 7. 

Close, Edwin, Sheffield, Hosier. Feb 29. Comp. Reg March 5, 

Cole, Geo, Wellessley, Purim-pl, Mile End, Oil & Coiourman. Jan 31 
Comp. Reg March 6. 

Conran, Edwd Joseph, Season Lodge, Wandsworth-rd, Com Agent, 
March 3. Comp. Reg March 9. 

Cross, Alfred, Manch, Boot Dealer. ‘Feb 10. Asst. Reg March 9, 

Crossman, Simon, Birm, Cap Maker. Feb 25. Comp. Reg March 7, 

Currey, John Thos, Long-lane Bermondsey, Timber Merchant. Feb 
21, Comp. Reg March 9. ; ; 

Derbyshire, Wm, Longton, Stafford, Builder. Feb 26. Asst. Reg 
March 9. 

Dickson, John, Westminster-chambers, 
March 5. Inspectorship. Reg March6. — ; 

Doris, Edmund Duchon, Lansdowne-rd, Notting-hill, Wine Merchant. 
Janz5. Comp. Reg March 9. : 

Duke, Thos, Yafford Mills, Isle of Wight, Miller. Feb7. Asst. Reg 
March 6. 

Ewer, Richd, Hove, Sussex, Grocer, Feb 17. Asst. Reg March9 

Freshwater, Jas, Cowper-rd, South Hornsey, Commercial Traveller’ 
March 6. Comp. Reg March 10. 

Granz, Wm, Wm Linden, Matthew R. Linden, Emile Thielens, Ger- 
hard Engles, & Hy Granz, Belfast, Autrim, General Merchants. Jan 
28. Inspectorship. Reg March 6. 

Harwood, Thos, Bolton, Lancaster, 
March 6. 

Hesketh, Wm Pemberton, Cumberland-ter, Kew, Gent. March 9. Comp, 
Reg March 10. 

Hick mott, Chas, Maidstone, Kent, Jeweller. Feb 17. 

March 6, 

Higginbottom, Jas, Manch, Manager to a Dealer in Waste. Feb ll. 
Asst. Reg March 10. 

Hill, Hy, Bedford, Butcher. Feb19. Asst. Reg March 6. 

Horlick, Jas, Knowle, Bristol, Baker. Feb 25. Comp. Reg March 7. 

Houghton, Chas Mew, Portsea, Southampton, Architect, Feb 24. 
Comp. Reg March 9. 

Hurren, John, St John-st, Clerkenwell, Grocer. Feb 26. Comp. Reg 
March 10. 

Hutchinson, Frank, Portland-pl, Hackney, Clerk. March 2. Comp, 
Reg March 7. 

ayes, Hy, Union-st, Bishopsgate, Clothier. Feb 28. Comp. Reg 
March 6. 

Irving, Richd, Manch Manufacturer, Feb 11. Asst. Reg March 10. 

James, Thos Richd, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Grocer. Feb 20. 
Comp. Reg March 7. 

Jessop, Robt, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. March 
9. Comp. Reg March 10. 

Johnson, James, Preston, Lancaster, Iron Merchant. Feb tl. Asst. 
Peg March 10, 

Jones, Margaret, & Richd Jones, Llanderfil, Merioneth, Innkeepers. 
Feb 14, Asst. Reg March 10. 

= —_— Dukinfield, Chester, Grocer. March 3. Comp. Reg 

arch 10, 

Lane, = Wellington-ter, Notting-hill, March 9. Comp. Reg 
March 10, 

Larrence, Wm Showler, Cavell, Beaumont-rd, Leyton, Builder. Mareh 


Comp. Keg March 9. 
March 2. Asst. Reg 


9. 
Letheren, Thos, Winkleigh, Devon, Baker. 
Lumb, Alfred, & Jas Thomson, Huddersfield, York, Merchants. Feb 


Asst. Reg 


Victoria-st, Contractor, 


Plummer. Feb 8. Asst. Reg 


Asst. Reg 


March 10. 


17. Asst, Reg March 6, 

— John, St George’s, Salop, Ironfounder. Feb 2). Comp. Reg 
arch 9, 

Mason, John, Broseley, Salop, Grocer. Feb 26. Comp. Reg 
March 9. 

McFarlane, Sam] Arthur, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Hairdresser. Feb 18. 
Comp. Reg March 6. 

McLean, John, Oxford, Draper. Feb 17. Asst. Reg March 7. 

Menzies, James, Kingston-upon-Huill, Draper. Feb 18. Comp. Reg 
March 10. 

Miles, John, Isleworth, Agent. March 5. Comp. Reg March 10. 

Muckle, Richd Tonks, George-st, Woolwich, Stationer. Feb !7- 


Comp. Reg March 6. 
fercival, Chas Hy, Disracli-rd, Putney, Comm Agent. Feb 10, Comp. 
Reg March 9, 


Pickering, Wm, Hartlepool, Durham, Boot Maker. Feb 11. Comp. 
Reg March 10, 

Poole, Wm, Bristol, Builder. Feb 28. Comp. Reg March 7. 

Roberts, Alf, Sheflield, Attorney-at-Law. Feb 12. Asst. keg 


March 10. 
Shaw, Chas. jun, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Feb 21. Comp. 


Reg March 6, 
— Jarrow-on-Tyne, Durham, Baker. Febs. Asst. heg 
arch 6. 
Soares, Augusto, Seething-lane, Comm Agent. March 9. Comp- 
Reg March 10, 
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; a 
steed, ~~. Bures St Mary, Suffolk, Plumber. Feb 13. Comp. Reg 


Geo Fras, Holywell-st, Strand, Coffee-house-keeper. March 
2, Comp. Reg March 6. 
son, John, Bradford, York, Grocer, Feb 14. Comp. Reg 


larch 9. : 
gatherst, a Gainsborough, York, Iron Founder. Feb10. Asst. 
R arch 7. 
russel, aad Jesse, Rainham, Kent, Grocer. { Feb 22. Comp. Reg 
M i 
Thompson, John, Lpool, Hardware Dealer. March4. Comp. Reg 


March 7. 

Waker. John, Caledonian-rd, Notting-hiill,Grocer. Feb 25, Asst. 
Reg March 9. Y 

Ward, Chas Borthwick, Clinton-rd, Mile End-rd, Barman. Feb 29. 
Comp. Reg March 6. 

Weston, John Hy, Kennington-rd. Chandelier Manufacturers. Feb 17. 
Comp. Reg March 9, 

Whiting Jas, Normanton, Derby, Wire Weaver. March 5. Comp. 
Reg March 6. 

Wilson, Andrew, Lpool, Schoolmaster. March 5. Asst. Reg March 10. 

Wrigglesworth, Hy Geo, Victoria-ter, Coburg-rd, Old Kent-rd, Bank- 
er’s Crerk, March 5. Comp. Reg March 10, 


Bankruypts. 
Fripay, March 6, 1868, 
To Surrender in London. 
Arbib, tiga Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Feb 19. Pepys. Feb 
19 


atl. 

Baghott, Wm Noel, Belgrave-rd, Merchant. Pet March3. March 25 
at 2. Innes & Son, Leadenhall-st. 

Barton, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Feb 29 (for pau). 
Brougham. March 25at 12. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Brooke, Wm, Margate, Kent, Attorney-at-Law. Pet Feb 28. March 
% at 11. Duncan & Murton, Southampton-st, Bloomsbury. 

Browning, Hy Harris, Old Jewry, Tailor. Pet March 3.. March 25 at 
. Mason & Co, Gresham-st. 

rowning, Wm, Whitstable, Kent, Oilman. Pet March 3. Murray. 
March 23 at12. Nind, Basinghall-st. 

Clark, Hy Wm, Carnaby-st, Golden-sq, Carman. Pet March2. Murray. 
March 23 atl]. Charlton, Waterloo-rd. 

Cottingham, Edwin Cotton, Gedney Hill Wisbech, Cambridge, Surgeon. 
Pet March 3. Pepys. March 19at2. Evans, John-st, Bedford-row. 

Cowtan, Geo, Essex-rd, Islington, Draper. Pet March 4, Pepys. 
March 24at11. Fenton, George-st, Mansion-house. 

Dickie, Thos Glassington, Rochester-row, Westminster, Licensed 
Victualier. Pet March 2. Murray. March i6 at 12. Wyatt, Gt 
James-st, Bedford-row. 

Forsknt, Thos, Air-st, Regent-st, Tailor, Pet March 3. March 25 at 
1. Scott, Basinghall-st. 

Hatton, John Liptrot, Aldiburgh, Suffolk, Musical Composer. Pet 
March 3. Pepys. March 19 at 2. Scott, Guiléford-st, Russell-sq. 
Heaviside, Joseph, Chalk Farm-rd, Ladies’ Outfitter. Pet Feb 29. 

March 25 at li. Peverley, Coleman-st. 

James, Wm Moore, Tolmer’s-sq, Hampstead-rd, out of employment. 
Pet Feb 28. Pepys. March 19atl2. Rigby, Coleman-st, 

Knox, Robt, Brompton-rd, Baker. Pet March 3. Murray. March 23 
at ll, Greatorex, Chancery-lane, 

Parsons, Jas, Wellington-st, Deptford, ont of business. Pet Feb 29. 
March 25 at 12. Girdwood, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Paunds, Eliz, Hampstead-rd, Boarding-house Keeper. Pet March 4. 
Pepys. March 19at 2. Brighten, Bishopsgate-st Without. 

Rathbone, Thos Raymond, Heygate-st, Walworth-rd South, Composi- 
tor. Pet March4. Murray. March 23 at 12. Labrow & Wood- 
bridge, Mitre-ct-chambers, Temple. 

Rock, Geo Conrad, Montpelier-st, Walworth, Baker. Pet March 4. 
Murray. March 23 at 12, Dubois & Maynard, Gresham-st. 

Russell, Hy, Elgin-rd, Maida-vale, Baker. Pet March 3. Murray. 
March 23 at 11. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Simpson, Hy, Stratford, Essex, Beerseller. Pot March 4. Murray. 
March 23 at 12. Blake & Snow, College-hill, Cannon-st. 

Soames, Fredk, Albany-road, Camberwell, Assistant to a Greengrocer. 
Pet March 2. Pepys. March 19 at2. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 

Triphook, Robt Wm, Wynyatt-st, Clerkenwell, ont of business. Pet 
March 4, March 25at2. Peverley, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-st, 

Wood, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet March 3 (for pau). Roche. 
March 18 at 1. Olive, Portsmouth-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Woodgate, Jesse, & Alfred Spencer, Woolwich, Pawnbrokers. Pet 
March 3. Pepys. March 19at2. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Woolnough, Jas Wm, Hoxton-sq, Bricklayer. Pet Feb 26. March 18 
at 2. Taylor, Church-row, Upper-st, Islington. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Allen, i Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Adj Feb 18, Manch, March 
Wath 

Awe, Jonathan, Wem, Salop, Coachmaker. Pet March3. Barker. 
Wem, March 17at 11. Craig, Shrewsbury. 

Barton, John Hy, Manch. Maker-up. Pet Feb 24. Harris. Manch, 
March 18 at 12. Sale & Co, Manch. 

Blavlock, John; Bassenthwaite Hall Mills, Cumberland, Miller. Pet 
March 2. Keswick, March 16 at 11, Lowthian, Keswick. 

Bosler, Walter, Everton, nr Lpool, Dealer in Cotton. ‘Pet March 2, 
lime. Lpool, March 18 at3. Blackhurst, Lpool. 

Brierley, John Barlow, Pendleton, Lancaster, Cotton Mannfacturer, 
Pet March 2. Harris, Manch, March 18 at 11,Marsland & Addle- 
shaw, Manch, 

Bury, Wm, Birkenhead, Chester, Bookseller. Pet March 4.. Wason. 
Birkenhead, March 20 at 2. Anderson, Birkenhead. 

Cambridge, Chas, Bristol, Oilman. Pet March 3. Wilde. Bristol, 
March 28 at 11. Beckingham, Bristol. 

Carter, Walter Alfred, Gloucester, Schoolmaster. Pet Feb 29, Glouces- 
ter, March 18 at 12. Smalbridge, Gloucester. __ 

Chapman, John, Prisoner for Debt, Ipswich, Adj Feb 21. Lyns. 
Ipswich, March 17 at 11. 

Clafton, John Wm, Ossett. York, Cloth Manufacturer, Pet March 2. 
Leeds, March 16 at 12. Simpson, Leeds. 

Cookson, Ralph, Kingston-upon-Hall, Journeyman Cooper. Pet March 

3. Philips. Kingston-upon-Hull, Mareh 17 at}2. Summers, Hull, 





Dadd, Thos, Stand Wall, Seatalter. Kent, Mariner. Pet March 2. Cal 
laway. Canterbury, March 17 at 11. De Lasaux, Canterbury. 

Daniels, Wm H. Gloucester, Builder. Pet Feb27. Wilde, istol, 
March 18 at 11. Cooke, Gloucester. 

Dodds, Hy Linwood, Kingston-upon-Hu!!, Ale Merchant. Pet Feb 28. 
Philips. Kingston-upon-Hull, March 17 at !. Birks, Hull. 

Drabble, Saml, Farnsfield, Nottingham, Carrier. Pet March 4, Newark. 
March 18 at 3. Belk, Nottingham. 

Dames. tien, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster, Adj Feb 19. Lpool, Marck 

at ll. 

Edwards, Adams, Hartland, Devon, Chemist. Pet Feb 28. Exeter, 
March 13 at 12. Terrell & Petherick, Exeter. 

Ellis, John Bowman, Nottingham, out of business. Pet Feb 5. Tudor. 
Birm, March 17 at ll. Ashwell, Nottingham. 

Fairbanks, Chas Bowes, Lpool, Master Stevedore. Pet Feb 29. Lpool 
March 17 at 3. Kent, Lpool. 

Farrer, Thos, Hastings, Sussex. Jeweller. Pet March 3, Young. Hast- 
ings, March 2! at 11. Philbrick, Hastings. 

Fell, Benj, & John Fell, Manch, Cotton Manufacturers. Pet March 3. 
Harris, Manch, April i atll. Leigh, Manch. 

Fletcher, Geo, Sneinton,Nottingham, Druggist. Pet March 4. April 
8 at 10.30. Lees, Nottingham. 

Floyd, Dan, Lacey-green, Buckingham, Boot Maker. Pet March 4, 
Parker. High Wycombe, March 24at 1}. Clarke, High Wycombe. 

Foster, Wm Warin, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Feb 19. Har- 
ris. Manch, March 17 at 11. 

Hagger, Josiah, Haverhill, Suffolk, Saddler. Pet March 2. Jardine. 
Haverhill, March 20 at 3. Cardinal & Wright, Halstead. 

Hargreaves, Hargreaves, Burnley. Lancaster, Butcher. Pet March 4. 
Hartley. Burnley, March 26 at 3. Backhouse & Whittam, Burnley. 

Harris, Jas, Cwmaman, Glamorgan, Collier. Pet Feb 28. Rees. 
Aberdare, March 16 at 11. Linton, Aberdare. 

Hayes, Alfred, Chatham, Kent, Boat Builder. Pet March 3, Ackwerth. 
Rochester, March 20 at 2. Hayward, Rochester. 

Naylor, Wm, Handcross, Sussex, Butcher. Pet March 2. Wangh- 
Cuckfield, March 19 at 11. Lamb, Brighton. 

Heatley, Saml, Broughton, Harmer-hill, Shrewsbury, Farm Bailiff. 
Pet March !. Hill. Birm, March 18 at 12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Hitchcocks, Geo, Deddington, Oxford, Blacksmith. Pet Feb 25. Haw- 
kins. Woodstock, March 17 at 10. Kilby, Banbury, 

Hodgkinson, Paul, Farnsfield! Nottingham, Couper. Pet March 4. 

Newton. Newark, March 18 at3. Belk, Nottingham. 

Hooper, Alfred Geo, Worcester, Cordwainer. Pet March 3. Crisp. 
Worcester, March 18 at ll. Tree, Worcester. 

Howse, Wm, Birm, Tobacconist. Pet March3. Hill. Birm,, March 
18 at 12. Parry, Birm. 

Huntley, Jas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. Pet Feb 21. Gibson. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, March 20 at 12. Hoyle & Co, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. 

Jackson, Wm, Northampton. Pet March 3. Dennis. Northampton, 
March 21 at 10. White,“-Northampton. ; 

Jones, John, Birm, out of business. Pet March 2. Guest. Birm, 
April 3at 10. East, Birm. 

Jones, David, Llangeitho, Cardigan, Grocer. Pet Feb 26. Price. 
Lampeter, March 14 at 2. Lloyd, Lampeter. 

Latcham, Robt, Hereford, Machinist. Pet March 2. Reynolds 
Hereford, March 23 at 10. Carless, jun, Hereford. 

Lewis, Eliz Sarah, Abergvaenny, out of business. Pet March 2. 
Batt. Abergavenny, March 17 at 12, Joues, Abergavenry. 

Mackay, Jas, Morpeth, Northumberland, Saddler. Pet March 2, 
Bramell. Morpeth, March 23 at 6. Wilkinson Morpeth. 

Mackenzie, Hy, Wercester, Builder. Pet Feb 26. Hill. Birm, Marck 
18 at 12. Hodgson & Son. Birm. 

Marshall, Wm, Solihull, Warwick, Solicitor. Pet March 2. Hill. 
Birm, March 18 at 12. East, Birm. 

Oakford, Thos, Fakenham, Norfolk, Brazier. Pet Feb 27. Watson. 
Little Walsingham, March 19 at 3. Garwell, jun, Wells, 

Oldfield, Jonathan Jessop, Cleckheaton, York, Whitesmith. Pet 
March 3. Bradford, March 17 at 9.15. Thomas, Halifax. ‘ 

Parkes, Thos Wm, Birm, out of business. Pet March 3. Guest. Birm, 
April 3at 10. Duke, Birm. 

Pearson, John, Durham, Journeyman Plasterer. Pet Feb29. Green- 
well. Durham, March 19 at ll. Marshall, jun, Durham, — 

Penderyest, Thos, Salford, Lancaster, Beerhouse Keeper. Adj Feb 18. 
Hulton. Salford, March 21 at 9.30. 

Penson, Thos, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
March 8. Tudor. Birm,March 20 at 1%. Thurstans & Cartwright, 
Wolverhampton. 

Phillips, John Hamilton, Knowle, Warwick, out of business. Pet Feb. 
28, Mitchell. Solihull, March 28 at 10. East, Birm. 

Pitt, Hy Alex, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Feb 19. Lpool,. 
March 16 at 11, a 

Radford. Herbert, Worcester, Milliner. Pet March 2. Tudor. Birm, 
March 20 at12. Pugh, Worcester. 

Richardson, John, Swinton, York, Labourer. Pet Feb 29. Newman, 
Rotherham, March 20 at}. Sugg, Sheffield. 

Sanders, Wm, Luton, Bedford, Marine Store Dealer. Pet Feb 29. 
Austin. Luton, March 18 at 10. Bailey, Luton. 

Shaw, Jas, & Wm Hy Shaw, Saddleworth, York, Woollen Manufac- 
turers. Pet Feb 2l. Harris. Manch, March i8at 12. Shipman & 
Co, Manch. a 

Shaw, Richd, Blackburn, York, Well Sinker, Pet March 2. Newman. 
Rotherham, March 20 atl. Binney & Son, Sheffield, ls 

Shaw, Alicia, Lpool, Gent. Pet March 4. Wason. Birkenhead, 
March 20 at 2. Price, Lpool. 

Steele, John, Basford Villa, nr Chiddleton, Staffwrd, Farmer. Pet Feb 
22. Hill. Birm, March 18 at12. Tennant, Hanley. 

Stones, Saml, Nottingham, Glass Dealer. Pet March 3, Tudor. 
Birm, March 17 at ll. Beik, Nottingham. : 

Thomas, Wm, Ogmore Colliery, Gilfachgoch, Glamorgan, Sinker, Pet 
Feb 29. Lewis. Bridgend, March 14 at 12. Rosser, Merthyr 
Tydfil. i 

thonen, Wm, Port Tenant, nr Swansea, Glamorgan. Licensed Vic- 
tualler. Pet March 2, Morris. Swansea, March 18at2. Morris, 
Swansea. . , a 

Whitty, Irwine Smith, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Adj Feb17, Wilde. 
Bristol, March 18 at 1), Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basing- 


hall-st. 
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Williamson, John Peter, Cheetham, Manch. Journeyman Joiner. Pet 
March 3. Hulton. Salford, March 2! at 9.30. Elliott, Manch. 

Wright, Chas, North Petherton, Somerset, Haulier. Pet March 4. 
Lovibond. Bridgwater, March 18 at 10. Reed & Cook, Bridgwater. 


Tugspay, March 10, 1868. 
To Surrender in London. 

Blackburn, John, Broadwall, Blackfriars-rd, Cooper. Pet March 6. 
Pepys. March 24 atl. Kerry, Gray’s-inn-sq. 

Boyden, Benj, Arbour-st East, Stepney, Tailor. Pet March 4. Pepys. 
March 24 at 12. Fenton, George-st, Mansion House. 

Burgis, Wm John, Sntton,Stone Mason. Pet March 5. Pepys. March 
24atil. Weaver, Basinghall-st. 

Bryon, Hy Jas, Doughty-st, Theatrical Manager. Pet March 4. March 
30 at 11. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry Chambers. 

Chapman, John, Albany-st, Regent’s-pk, Messenger. Pet March 6. 
Pepys. March 24 at 2. Parkes, Beaufort-bldgs, Strand. 

Clarke, Alfred, Belmont-ter, Wandsworth-rd, Baker. Pet March 5. 
Roche. March 25 at ll. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Coleman, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet March 5 (for pau. 
Murray. March 23 atl. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 

Cooke, Geo Chas, Murray-st, Kentish Town, no occupation. Pet March 
7. Pepys. March 24 at2. Nino, Basinghall-st. 

Chuddeford, Adele, Hillingdon, nr Uxbridge, Schoolmistress. Pet 
March 6. March 30 at 12. Philip, Bucklersbury. 

Davey, Robt Mountain, Fleet-st, Printer. Pet March 2. March 25 at 
1. Strangways, King’s-row, Bedford-row. 

Doggett, John, Battersea, out of business. Pet March 5, 

h 23 at 2. Sorrell, Gt Tower-st. 

Dovell, Nathaniel Orville, Ferdinand-st, Chalk Farm, Zinc Worker. 

Pet March 6. Pepys. March 24 at2. Hicks, Orchard-st, Ports- 


man-sq. 
Ellis, John, Prisoncr for Debt, London. Pet March 4 (for pua). Pepys, 
March 24at 12. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 


Murray. 
Pet March 4 


Field, John French, Wood-st, Upper Clapton, Builder. 

March 25 at 2. Long, Pitfield-st, Hoxton. ‘ 

Fuller, John, Early, Herts, Cattle Salesman Dealer. Pet March 5. 
Pepys. Merch 24at1. Pritchard & Sons, Gt Knightrider-st, Doc- 
tor’s-commens. 

Gibbs, Clement, Cannon-st, Warehouseman. Pet March 5. March 25 
at 12. Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry. 

Guiver, Danl, Shoreditch, out of business. Pet March 6. Murray. 
March 23 at 2. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 

Hamlet, Jas Richd, St John-st-rd, Clerkenwell, Journeyman Gold & 
Silver Refiner. Pet March 5. March 30 at ll, Peckham, Doctor’s- 
commons. 

Hancock, Francis Wm, Howley-st, York-rd, Comm Agent. Pet March 
5. Murray. March 23at!. Reid & Turnor, Gresham-st. 

Hilbert, Edwd Thos, Trevor-sq, Brompton, out of business. Pet March 
7. Roche. March 25at1l, Parkes, Beaufort-bldgs, Strand. 

Hodge, Paul Rapsey, Adam-st, Adelphi, Civil Engineer. Pet March 5. 

March 30 at 12. Matthews & Co, Leadenhall-st. 

Johnsou, Wm, Towcester, Northampton, Tailor. Pet March5. Mur- 


ray. March 23 at2. Howes, Northampton. 

Mills, Alfred, Frederick-pl, Caledonian-rd, Islington, Cheesemonger’s 
Assistant, Pet March 5, Pepys. March 24at12. Padmore, West- 
minster-bridge-rd. 

Maller, Berthold, Hastings, Sussex, Jeweller. Pet March 6. March 30 
at 12. Meadows, Hastings. 

Newcomb, Joseph Baker, Rowland-grove, Sydenham, no pation. 
Pet March 5. Pepys. March 24atl. Elmslie 4 Co, Leadenhall-st. 

Nightingale, Jas, High-st, Wimbledon, Milliner, Pet March 7. Roche. 
March 25at 21 Pullen, Queen-sq, Bloomsbury. 

Richardson, Geo Burley, Lilypot-lane, Noble-st, Neck Tie Manufac- 
turer. Pet March 4. March 25 at 2. Todd, Newgate-st. 

Robinson, Geo, Adderbury, Oxford, Baker. Pet March 6. 
March 23 at 2. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Robertson, Wm Hy Raymond, Ingrave, Essex, Cattle Dealer. Pet March 
2. March 25at 12. Lewis, jun, Carey-st. 

Scotting, Browning, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet March 4 (for pau). 
Marray. March 23 at 12. Olive, Portsmouth-st. Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Smith, Abi Joan, Wilton-villas, Shepherd’s Bush, Schoolmistress. Pet 
March 7, Pepys. March 24 at 2. Lewis & Co, Pudding-lane. 

Stuart, Arthur John, Gosport, Retired Captain. Pet March5. Mur- 
ray. March 23at1. Champ, Portsea. 

Swan, Joseph, Beverley-villas, Penge, Artist. March 
30 at 12, Reed & Co, Gresham-st. 

Thick, Hy, Old Brentford, Stationer. 
ati. Nind, Basinghall-st. 

Wetzlar, Gerson, Claremont-ter, Peckham, Importer of Foreign Goods. 
Pet March6. March 30 at 1. Harrison, Basinghal!-st. 

Willett, John Nicholl, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet March 4 (for pau). 
Murray. March 23at1. Orchard st, Portman-sq. 

Woodhouse, Jas, Canning-town, Essex, Journeyman Bricklayer. Pe, 
March 5. Pepys, March 24 at 12, Langton, jun, Navarino Cottage* 

’ 





Murray. 
‘Pet March 5. 


Bow-rd. 
Wright, Wm, Wetlington-st, Bethnal-green, out of business, Pet March 
5. March 30at1ll. Webster, Basinghall-st. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Ayling, Chas, Brighten, Sussex, Beer Retailer. Pet March 5. Ever- 
shed. Brighton, March 25 at 11. Runnacles, Brighton, 

Yaines, Geo, Boston, Lincoln, Printer. Pet March 5. Staniland. 
Boston, March 25 at 10. Bean, Boston. 

Barlow, John, Whiston, Stafford, out of business. Pet March 7. 
Daniel. Cheadle, Merch 19 at 1:. Thacker, Cheadle. 

Bartram, Benj Robinson, Reading, Berks, Coal Merchant. Pet March 
6. Collins, Reading, March 28 at 10. Slacombe, Reading. 

Bangh, Enoch, Birkenhead, Chester, Shopman. Pet March 5. Wason 
Birkenhead, March 2] at 10. Holden, L b 

Bayley, Joseph Gwinnett, Westbromwich, Stafford, Builder. Pet 
March 5, Tador. Birm, March 20 at 12. Caddick, Westbrom- 


wich. 

Brading, Thos, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Builder. Pet March 14. Blake 
Newport, March 25 at 11. Joyce, Newport, 

Burrington, John, Exeter, Watchmaker. Pet March 5. Exeter, 
March 20 at 12. Floud, Exeter. 

Burwell, Jas, Liandudno, Carnavon, Dealer in Fancy {Goods. Pet. 
March 4. Lpool. March 21 at 11, Best, Loool. 


Pet March 5. Pepys. March 24 | 


SERERNMPSo s 


Butler, Joseph, East Kirkby, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet March 6. Walker, 
Spilsby, March 19 at 11. Brackenbury, Alford. . 

Clayton, John, Bradford, York, Tailor. Pet March 6. Bradford, 
March 24 at 9.15. Hill, Bradford. 

Cotten, Chas, Hythe, Southampton, Carpenter. Pet March 6. Th, 
dike. Southampton, March 23 at 12, Mackey, Southampton, 

Croucher, Stephen, Preston-next-Faversham, Kent, Baker. Pet 
5. Tassell. Faversham, March 18at1!. Bathurst, Faversham, 

Currie, Neil Nieilage, Bradford, York, Hotel Keeper. Pet Feb 2, 
Leeds, March 23 at 11. Cariss & Tempest, Leeds. x 

David, Griffith, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Carpenter. Pet March 4. Lewig, 
Bridgend, March 24 at 12. Edger, Bridgend. 

Daws, Augustin Hy Rye, Sussex, Driver. 
Rye, March 18 at 12. Philbrick, Hastings. 

Dawson, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj Jan 16. Marshall, 
Leeds, March 24 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Deakin, Geo, Birm, Journeyman Gilt Jeweller. Pet March 7. Guest, 
Birm, April 3at10. East, Birm. 

Dodson, Wm, Chesterfield, Derby Woodman. Pet March 5. Waller, 
Chesterfield, March 31 at 11. Cutts, Chesterfield. 

Dunning, Wm Stephenson, Leeds, out of business. Pet March 7, 
Marshall. Leeds, March 24 at 12. Spirett, Leeds. 

Dyson, Benj, Thurgoland, York, Saddler. Pet March 6. Shepherd. 
Barnsley, March 21 at 11. Hamer, Barnsley. 

George, Philip, Redwas, Monmouth, Grocer. Pet March 5. Roberts. 
Newport, March 23 at 2. Pain, Newport. 

Glover, Hy, Bath, Baker. Pet March 4. Smith. Bath, March 24 at 11, 
Bartram, Bath. 

Hanley, Mitchael, Birm, Tailor. Pet Murch6. Guest. Birm, April3 
atl0, Maher, Birm. 

Henderson, Robt, Saltburn-by-the-Sea, York, Greengrocer. Pet March 
6. Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, March 25 at 11.30. Thompson, 
Stockton. 

Higginson, John, Thormanby, York, Clerk in Holy Orders. Pet Dec 3, 
Leeds, March 23 at 11. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Hooker, John Hammond, Wonuldham, Kent, Baker. Pet March 6, 
Acworth. Rochester, March 20at 3. Hayward, Rochester. 

Holt, Thos, York, Umbrella, Manufacturer. Pet March 9. Leeds, 
March 23 at 11. Hutchinson, Bradford, 

Jackson, Wm, & Robt Smith, Lpool, out of business. March 6, Hime, 
Lpool, March 24 at 3, Barker, Lpool. 

Jacobs, Saml, Monmouth, Professor of Music, Pet March 4. Roberts, 
Newport, March 23 at 2. Goodere, Newport. 

Jones, Thos Chas, Brighton, Assistant in a Lodging-house. Pet 
March 5. Evershed, Brighton, March 24at 11. Lamb, Brighton. 
Jones, Thos, Westou-super-Mare, Somerset, Master Mariner. Pes 
March 4. Davies. Weston-super-Mare, March 23 at 11. Smith, 

Weston-super-Mare. 

Jowett, Jas, Horton, York, out of business, Pet March 9. Leeds, March 
23 at lt. Terry & Co, Bradford. 

Molyneux, John, Everton, nr Lpool, Licensed Victualler. Pet March 
7. Lpool, March 23 at It. Snowball & Copeman, Lpool. 

Nutton, John, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj Feb5. Rankin. Halifax, 
March 27 at 10. Jubb, Halifax. 

Sly, John, Baintree, Essex, Beer-house Keeper. Pet March 3, Cun- 
nington. Baintree, March 23 at 10. Thurgood, Baintree. 

Sowry, Francis, Leeds, Cap Maker. Pet March 4. Marshail. Leeds, 
March 24 at 12. Scott. Leeds. ; 

Thompson, Thos Harcourt, Holyhead, Anglesey, Civil¥Engineer. Adj 
—" Dew. Liangeful, March 26 at 2. Hughes, Liauerchy- 
medd. 

Trow, Thos, Saltney, Chester, Boot Maker. Pet March 5. Lpool, 
March 21 at 11. Ritson, Lpool. 

Wade, Wm, Leeds, Grocer. Pet March 4. Leeds, March 24 
at 12. Scott, Leeds. 

Pitcher, lly, Lpool, out of business. Pet March 7. Lpool, March 23 
atll. Forshaw & Co, Lpool. 

Rees. John, Briton Ferry, Glamorgan, Butcher. Pet March 4. Morgan. 
Neath, March 20 at 12. Morris, Swansea. 

Robinson, Lucy, Frome Selwood, Somerset, Grocer. Pet March 6. 
Frome, March 23 at ll. Macarthy, Frome. 

Rushton, Hy, Heywood, Lancaster, Calico Weaver. Pet Mareh 5. Grun- 
dy. Bury, March 27 at 10. Anderson, Bury. : 

Scott, Chas, York, Relieving Officer. Pet March3. Fox. Thorne, 
March 18 at 12. Woodhead, Doncaster. 

Walford, Wm, Tunstall, Stafford, Coal Dealer. Pet March 9. Challi- 
nor. Hanley, April4atll. Salt, Tunstall. 

Walton, John, Bath, Accountant. Pet March 6. Smith. Bath, March 


24at 11. Bartrum, Bath, 
Weale, Saml, Leeds, Grocer. Pet March17. Marshall. Leeds, March 


Pet March 4. Butler, 


Marshall. 


24at12. Harle, Leeds. 
| Webb, Peter, Sale, Chester, Shoemaker. Pet March 3, Southern, 
| Altrincham, March 23at 11. Leigh, Manch. 
Wenlock, John, Manch, Smallware Manufacturer, Pet March 6. 


Macrae. Manch, April2at1i2. Leigh, Manch. 
Whittaker, Wm, Ingleton, York, Innkeeper. Pet March 4. Roper. 
Kirkby Lonsdale, March 20 at 11. kobinson, Settle. 
Whitford, Robt Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Feb 19, Lpool, 
March 17 at 11. 
Wood, Benj Alfred, Bristol, Beer Retailer, Vet March 6. Hurley. 
Bristol, March 20 at 12. Hill. 
Wood, Geo, Mold-green, York, Stone Mason, Pet March 6. Leeds, 
March 23 at 11, Learoyd & Learoyd, Huddersfield. 
Wray, Geo, Barnsley, York, Music Master. Pet March 4. Shepherd, 
Barnsley, March 2! at 11. Rogers, Barnsley. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, March 6, 1868. 
Bell, Robt Wm, Tring, Hertford, Draper. March 6. 
Eleman, John Thos, Brentwood, Essex, Cooper. Feb 27. 
Farrar, Wm, Red Lion Wharf, Hoxton, Stone Merchant. March 2. 
Gledhill, Wm, Manch, Licensed Victualler. March 4. 
Harvey, Thos, Ravensworth-ter, Fulh:m-rd, Builder, Feb 24. 


Oldham, John, & Adam Bell, Grange, Lancaster, Builders. 
| Rothwell, Jas, Burscough Bridge, Lancaster, Tailor. Feb 25. 





Tvurspay, March 10,1868. 
Higginson, John, Thormanby, York, Clerk in Holy Orders. March 6. 
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